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Current Topics. 


The Public Trustee and Investments of Trust 
Funds. 

WE WOULD call the attention of our readers to the letter we 
publish elsewhere from a well-known and eminent solicitor. 
Being disposed to acquiesce in the new order of things, he 
recommended his clients to appoint, and succeeded in obtaining 
the appointment of, the Public Trustee as a new trustee of a 
trust instrument. The trust investments were all first class 
and mostly consisted of British or colonial securities, The 
Public Trustee has now suggested that a number of these should 
be sold and the proceeds invested in securities all of which, with 
one exception, are foreign, and one of which carries interest at 
the rate of 54 per cent. per annum. Our correspondent asks 
whether it is the province of the Public Trustee to take this 
course? Assuming that the investment clause in the trust instru- 
ment authorizes such investments, the course proposed is probably 
within his competence. It must be presumed that he has satis- 
fied himself a3 to the present security of the foreign investments 
(including the 5} per cent. investment) which he suggests, and 
he is no doubt endeavouring to carry out the somewhat rash 
expectation which he has expressed, as a motive for his employ- 
ment, that he will frequently be able to obtain for beneficiaries 
interest at 4 per cent. on trust investments. If this course 
continues to be pursued, the result will certainly be, as our 
correspondent points out, to divert British money to foreign 
investments. What other results there may be time will shew. 


Husband’s Liability for the Torts of His Wife. 
THe “ MapAGascar” case which appeared so recently in all 
the daily journals reminds us of the somewhat peculiar, and 
certainly very unsatisfactory, state in which the law at present 
stands with relation to a husband’s liability for his wife’s torts. 
Prior to the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, a husband was, 
of course, liable for the wrongs committed by his wife, inasmuch 
as, in theory at any rate, the marriage ceremony operated as 
a conveyance to him of such chattels as she possessed in legal 
ownership. After the passing of that Act no such reason any 
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longer existed for imposing this liability on the husband ; at first 
many lawyers supposed that it was impliedly abolished by the 
statute, but the cases of Seroka v. Kattenburg (1886, 17 Q. B. D. 
177) and Earle v. Kingscote (1900, 2 Ch. 585) decided that the 
liability still existed in torts of every kind, except when there 
had been a divorce or a judicial separation. In the latter cases, 
of course, the husband's liability had already been excluded by 
section 26 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857. Last year, 
however, a curious case arose in which a husband, judicially 
separated from his wife, was sued for a tort committed by her 
before the separation. The Court of Appeal held that he was 
not liable, in the absence of any acquiescence or incitement 
of the tort on his part: William Cuenod & Co. v. Charles John 
Leslie and Wife (25 T. L. R. 374). The result of this decision will 
no doubt be that, as in the “ Madagascar” case, whenever a 
husband is sued in such circumstances attempts will be made to 
shew his concurrence in the conduct of his wife, or that the 
separation was not bond fide. Surely the time has come when 
the Legislature ought to abolish, once for all, the anomalous 
responsibility which is thus still thrust upon married men. 


Special Juries. 

Lorp ALVERSTONE, in his speech at the annual banquet of 
the City of London Solicitors Company, which we reported last 
week, gave some reminiscences of the trial of commercial causes 
at Guildhall, and expressed his opinion that the special jurors 
were then far superior in knowledge and experience of business 
to those of the present day. ‘Trial by jury in commercial causes 
is not in favour at the present day ; a very small proportion of 


the causes determined in the Commercial Court are tried by juries ; | 


and it would, we think, be difficult, if not impossible, to return 
to the ideas as to legal procedure which were prevalent in the 
earlier part of the reign of Queen Victoria. We have also been 
informed by those who, like Lord ALVERSTONE, had practical 
experience of the sittings at Guildhall that these sittings, which 
were held three or four times a year, did not last more 
than a fortnight, and that many of the commercial causes 
were rettled, referred to arbitrators, or otherwise disposed of 
without any hearing before a jury. Anyone who has observed 
how at the present day a whole week is often occupied by the 
trial of a case by a fudge and special jury will not be easily con- 
vinced that two judges, even with the assistance of jurors of the 
highest qualifications, would, in the space of a fortnight, make 
much impression on a list of nearly two hundred causes. Lord 
ALVERSTONE spoke of introducing a Bill to amend the laws 
relating to juries. We are not sure that such a Bill would be 
welcomed by the jurors whom it is proposed to introduce into 
the service of our courts, and in any case we bave the strongest 
doubt as to whether it will in any way tend to overcome the 
growing disinclination to trial by jury. 


Solicitor’s Lien as Against Trustees. 

AN INTERESTING question as to the lien of a solicitor as 
against trustees was decided by SwWINFEN Eapy,J., in Re Dee 
Estates (Limited) (Weekly Notes, 1911, p. 61). 
issue of debentures for £175,000 solicitors were retained by the 


trustees for the debenture-holders, and they investigated the title | 
to the property to be mortgaged and prepared the trust deed. The | 


trustees were SMITH and Wricut. While the matter was pro- 
ceeding AYRES was substituted for SMITH, and he continued the 
retainer. The company was represented by separate solicitors. 
Only £70,000 of debentures were in fact issued, and these were 
issued to WRIGHT himself in satisfaction of certain claims he 
had on the property. Wricnt died, and a new trustee.was ap- 
pointed in his place. Proceedings were instituted to realize the 
security, and in the course of these the solicitors delivered up the 


trust deed and other title deeds, subject and without prejudice | 


to their lien for costs. The question was raised whether, in 
consequence of the changes in the trust, they still had a lien. 
Neither of the trustees on whose retainer the work was originally 
done were continuing trustees. In cases where the solicitors are 
acting for both mortgagor and mortgagee it bas been held that 
they have no lien for costs as against the mortgagee, and they 
hold the deeds for him free from any claim on their part: Re Snell 


Upon a proposed | 


(6 Ch. D. 105). This case was followed where a company’s 
| solicitors acted for trustees for debenture-holders: Re Mason and 
| Taylor (10 Ch. D. 729). Similarly, where a solicitor prepares 
a mariage settlement on the husband's instructions he bas no lien 
on the settlement as against the trustees : [te Lawrence (1894, 1 
Ch. 556). ‘They are not liable to him for costs, and the principle 
of the cases just referred to applies. The solicitor must hold 
the settlement for the trustees free from any lien in his own 
favour. But it is clearly different where, as in Re Dee Estates 
(Limited) (supra), the trustees have by their retainer made them- 
selves personally liable for costs. The solicitor’s lien then attaches 
upon the trust deed, and when once it has attached it is not, so 
Swinren Eapy, J., held, affected by a change of trustees. 


Reversion Duty and Sales of Ground-rents. 

A CORRESPONDENT whose letter we print elsewhere raises a 
question as to the appropriate way of preventing merger of a 
term of years in the reversion upon a sale of a ground-rent to the 
lessee. It may, we think, be taken as quite clear that the term 
is kept alive by a declaration against merger, and that it is not 
necessary to adopt the inconvenient course of taking the convey- 
ance of the reversion to a trustee. Merger depends entirely 
on the intention of the parties. Where this is not expressed, 
it may be presumed from considering what is for their advantage : 
Forbes v. Moffatt (18 Ves. 384), Thorne v. Cann (1895 A. C., p. 
18). Where it is expressed, then the intention as stated prevails. 
There is no necessity for the intervention of a trustee. The 
principle bas been applied most frequently in regard to the merger 
of charges in the land ; but, as was held by the Court of Appeal 
in Capital and Counties Bank v. Rhodes (1903, 1 Ch. 631), adopting 
the decision of FARWRLL, J., in Jngle v. Vaughan Jenkins (1900, 2 
Ch. 368)—the cases to which our correspondent refers—it applies 
equally to estates, and the question whether, on the union of a 
term and the reversion in the same person, the term shall or shall 
not be merged in the reversion depends on the intention, express 
or implied, of the person in whom the union takes place. Hence, 
if the conveyance of the reversion to him contains an express 
declaration against merger, the term is_kept alive. Consequently 
there is no “ determination ” of the term under section 13 of the 
Finance Act, 1910, and reversion duty is not payable. But this 
will not help the vendor unless special provision is made in the 
contract of sale. Under the proposed amendment of section 15 
the vendor will be liable to pay the duty, and the purchaser will 
not, to enable him to avoid this liability, allow a declaration 
against merger to be inserted in the conveyance. Hence it will 
be necessary on all sales of ground-rents to provide that, if the 
lessee is the purchaser, a declaration against merger sball be 
inserted ‘in the conveyance. If, as is likely, this becomes common 
form, the present question will cease to give trouble. 





Delivery of a Solicitor’s Bill. 


OF GREAT importance and interest to solicitors is the recent case 
of Browne v. Black (reported elsewhere), in which the Divisional 
| Court laid down the rulo as to computation of time when 
necessary to satisfy section 37 of the Solicitors Act, 1845. 
Under that section a solicitor is prohibited from bringing an 
action for the recovery of costs until “the expiration of one 
shall have 
delivered unto the party to be charged therewith, or sent by the 
post, or left for him at his counting-house,” &c., a duly signed bill 
In the present case a solicitor posted his bill onthe 15th of Febru- 
ary ; it was shewn that in due course of delivery the letter would 
not be delivered until next morning, the 16th of February. 
On the 16th of March the plaintiff commenced his action on the 
bill. Two points of some difficulty came before the Divisional Court 
in the events that happened ; first, whether the month mentioned 
in the statute ran from the 15th, when the letter was posted, or 
the 16th, when it was received; secondly, whether a month 
meant a “ clear” month—i.e., that there must have been a com- 
plete month in between the day of delivery and the day of issuing 
the writ, not counting either of those days. On the first point, 
the court poten | as decided on a different point, the well- 
known case of Dunn v. Hales (1 F. & F. 174), which decides that 
the posting of a letter is completed when the letter is placed in 
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the post office and is delivered to the Postmaster-General as agent 
for the addressee. Treating that case as inapplicable to the 
circumstances affected by the Solicitors Act, 1843, the court held 
that the statute contemplated a month’s possession of the 
delivered bill by the client, so that the time did not begin 
to run until the 16th of February, the date of its arriva'. 
On the second point, they adopted the contention that the 
“month ” mentioned in the section must mean a “clear” month, 
since the solicitor is not entitled to bring his action until after 
the month bas elapsed. Here they followed the old case of Blunt 
v. Heslop (8 A. & E. 577), in which a similar point arose with 
regard to a lunar month of twenty-eight days. Consequently, 
the “ clear” month meant the period of time commencing on the 
17th of February and ending on the 16th of March; the day 
following—namely, the 17th of March, was therefore the first 
day on which the plaintiff could take proceedings, so that be bad 
not satisfied the conditions precedent imposed by the statute. 


The Computation of Time. 


THE WHOLE of the law relating to the computation of time is in 
great confusion and uncertainty, but three general principles may 
be regarded as fairly well established. The first is that when a 
statute, rule, or agreement gives a party so many days from or 
after @ certain date in which to perform some act, the named 
date is excluded from the number to be calculated: Watson v. 
Pears (1809, 2 Camp. 294). The second rule is that where a 
right, privilege, or hability is to enure wnfil a certain date, or 
until so many days before a certain date, that date is to be included 
in the number calculated : Isaacs v. Royal Insurance Co. (1870, 
L. R. 5 Ex. 290). The third rule is that where a certain period 
of time must elapse from a certain date /efore some act can be 
validly performed, Joth the dats of commencement and the date 
of doing the act must be excluded from the calculation ; or, in 
other words, the whole allotted period must have been completed 
after the fixed date and before the day of action: Blunt v. Heslop 
(supra). When a statute uses the expression “clear” days, 
the same principle is applied ; all the days must be “ clear” 


both of the fixed date and the date of action: but to this there 
are several exceptions. The whole law on the subject, indeed, 
contains so many variations from the general rules, due to 
arbitrary definitions in statutes and orders, that even the most 
careful of practitioners cannot always be certain of avoiding an 
error. It seems desirable that, at least in all rules of court 
procedure, a —— and uniform rule should be laid down to 


cover all cases. Until this is done, hardships based on a natural 


blunder in interpreting extremely confused orders and rules, are | 


quite certain to occur with the greatest possible regularity. 


Corporations by Statute and Charter. 


THE “CHARTER” corporation is distinctly out of fashion, baving 
been almost entirely superseded by the statutory corporation. 
In the early part of the last century the approved method of 
incorporating a bank, particularly if its operations were intended 
to extend to the oversea dominions, was to obtain a Royal 
Charter for it. The best known instance of an important 
corporation constituted under Royal Charter at the present day 
is the British South Africa Company. But since the advent of 
railways it has been found more convenient for corporations to 
be constituted under general statutory provisions, and, of course, 
the Companies Act, 1862, gave an enormous impetus to this 
system. Occasionally, however, the corporation by charter has 
proved the more manageable and convenient entity. It has, 
for instance, happened that a clause by which a bank is 
prohibited from lending money on property of a given 
description has been interpreted differently, as it occurred in 
a charter or a statute. In the one case (the charter) the 
transaction would not be avoided by the prohibition, 
in the other (the statute) the transaction would be absolutely 
void, and would vest no rights in the bank whatever: compare 
the two cases of Ayers v. South Australian Banking Co. and 
National Bank of Australasia v. Cherry (L. R. 3 P.C., pp. 548 
and 299). The possible advantage that may occasionally be 
enjoyed by a “charter” corporation over a statutory one is 


Co. (Times, March 9th). An objection (overruled, it is true, for 
the present by SwINFEN Eapy, J.) has been taken to the sale 
of the Crystal Palace on the ground that the public have 
certain rights to its continued maintenance under the statute 
by which the company owning it is incorporated. Up to 1877 
the property was held by a company incorporated by charter, 
but in that year aspecial Act was obtained rescinding the 
charter and making the company a statutory corporation. It 
seews clear that by the terms of the charter no objection could 
have been taken to the company’s disposing of its property. 
Under the existing statute it is arguable that the company’s 
undertaking is to be regarded as comparable to a tramway, 
which to a large extent exists for the public benefit and cannot 
be taken up or disposed of whenever the statutory owners please, 


Cross-examination of Prisoners in Criminal Trials. 


THE DIFFICULTY from which the prisoner’s counsel was unable 
to extricate himself last week in the Clapham murder case is an 
instructive example of the sort of trap which awaits counsel for 
the defence who elects to call the accused as a witness on his 
own behalf. Counsel had cross-examined one witness for the 
prosecution, with a view to shew that he had attempted suicide, 
and another with a view to suggest that she had been concerned 
in the keeping of a disorderly house. In consequence, when he 
called the prisoner he found that the latter was liable to be 
cross-examined as to his previous convictions and as to character. 
This result follows from proviso (/) in section 1 of the Criminal 
Evidence Act, 1898—a section which has been interpreted by 
the Court of Criminal Appeal as having an effect which, we 
believe, is not generally grasped even by practitioners at the 
criminal bar. According to this proviso, a prisoner called on 
his own behalf cannot be asked questions as to previous offences 
with which he has been charged, or questions suggesting that 
his character is bad, except in three cases. One exception 
occurs when he has given evidence against another person 
charged with the same offence; another occurs where the 
previous offence is legally evidence as to the offence with which 
he is now charged ; the remaining exception is couched in the 
following terms, “he has personally, or by his advocate, 
asked questions of the witnesses for the prosecution with a 





view to establish his own good character, or has given evidence 
of his own good character, or the nature or conduct of the defence is 
| such as to involve imputations on the character of the prosecutor or the 
witnesses for the prosecution.” Practitioners are apt to assume that 
the latter words, which we have italicized, only apply when it is 
suggested by the defence that the whole prosecution is not bond 
fide, or that there is a conspiracy of the witnesses for the prose- 
cution to commit perjury. Possibly that was in fact the 
intention of the Legislature when it accorded to the prisoner the 
dangerous right of giving evidence and thereby becoming sub- 
jected to the ordeal of cross-examination. But « series of 
decisions have made it clear that any imputation on the character 
or credibility of any witness for thé prosecution is within the 
| principle of the exception, and exposes the accused to examina- 
| tion as to his previous record (see 7’. v. Bridgwater, 1905, 1 K. B. 
1131 ; Rt. v. Benson, 3 Cr. App. Rep. 70; R. v. Preston, 1909, 
| 1 K. B. 568—the last named is the leading case). It has, how- 
lever, been held that where a prisoner, while undergoing 
cross-examination, replies to a question by alleging that the 
evidence of a witness for the prosecution is a lie, this is merely 
an emphatic form of denial, not an imputation upon the char- 
lacter of the witness: FR. v. Rouse (1904, 1 K. B. 184). Our 
| readers will recollect certain cases which we quoted in a previous 
|issue as to the precise legal effect of the expression “ bloody 
| liar. 





|The Medical Witness.” 


A MEDICAL journal in an article headed ‘‘ The Medical Witness ” 
| takes occasion to observe that members of the medical profession 
| who are summoned to give evidence in courts of justice must 
| often find themselves in an unsatisfactory position. The matter 
under consideration may reasonably be a subject of controversy ; 
‘conflicting opinions may reasonably exist, and views may be 


illustrated in the recent Crystal Palace case—Ke Crystal Palace | expressed with regard to the questions which differ from their 





March 18, IgIl. _ 





340 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





own, but their evidence is extracted from them and laid before 
the tribunal- by lawyers, the advocates in the cause; and the 
tribunal itself, whether it consist of a judge or a magistrate, 
or a judge assisted by a jury, has no special qualification to 
enable it to come to a right decision. With regard to the 
proposal to refer medical, questions to a medical referee, it 
appears from the report of an address recently delivered before 
the Academy of Medicine, at Ontario, by Mr. Justice W. R. 
Rippe., of the High Court of that province, that the learned 
judge considers it a most dangerous practice to hold any 
person bound by the opinion of an expert, however able and 
honest he may be. Medicine is an advancing science, and the 
experience of the official expert may fall behind that of younger 
and unofficial witnesses. A litigant should be at liberty to 
contest the opinion of an expert in a science which is living 
and growing, and this can only be done by calling other than 
official witnesses. This view is, of course, fatal to the idea of 
appointing a standing referee upon scientific and other questions 
to the exclusion of evidence to be adduced by the parties. But 
the presence of medical assessors on the bench would be welcomed 
by all medical witnesses as affording security that their testimony 
would be carefully weighed against that of their medical col- 
leagues. We fully agree with the writer of the article in his 
conclusion that an extension of the duties of medical referees 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, making them assessors 
to the county court judges, would afford an excellent means of 
testing the value of such assistance to a law court, and might 
warrant the addition of such assessors to courts of all classes 
in which medical evidence is likely to be considered. 


** Good Cause” for Depriving Plaintiff of Costs in 
Action for Libel. 

THE PLAINTIFF in a recent action for libel tried with a jury 
recovered only one farthing damages, and the presiding judge 
thereupon, under order 65, certified that on the finding of the 
jury the plaintiff ought not to bave his costs. A verdict fora 
farthing Enlai “contemptuous damages,” as they were called 
—may be taken primé facie to express the opinion of the jury 
that the action ought not to have been brought, and this opinion 
may primi facie be taken to be “good cause” within’ order 65 
for the order made by the judge. But it has never been 
doubted that there may be cases whe:e the jury may think 
that no damage has been proved, but may still think that the 
plaintiff was driven to bring the action for the purpose of 
vindicating his character. On the whole, we must confess to some 
sympathy with the Scottish rule, that if in an action brought by 
the plaintiff to clear his character there is nothing else but the 
smallness of the damages, costs must necessarily follow. 


A Title Cypher. 

OUR READERS may have gleaned from a daily contemporary 
that the authorship of the charming anonymous book, “ Pie 
Powder,” recently noticed by us, is imputed to Mr. J. A. Foorr, 
K.C. They possibly have not needed that assistance in getting 
behind the veil of anonymity which discloses itself in the quasi 

Saconian cypher of the title--Pie Powder, or Pié poudré, or 
Dusty Foote. We congratulate the learned Recorder of Exeter 
on the neatness of the modest veil. What bitter disputes and 
heart-burnings might have been avoided if the cryptic Baconian 
cypher had been as easy a riddle to read ! P 


The Office of a Preamble. 


Tue discussions which have — taken place in the House 


of Commons on the first and second readings of the Parliament 
Bill, and the nature, already indicated, of many of the amend- 
ments which are to be proposed for the Committee stage of that 
measure, have disclosed much prevalent misconception as to the 
extent to which a preamble may be material with reference to 
the enacting portion of a statute, Such misconception is also of 
no little importance in the light of the statement attributed to 
the Premier, on the second reading of the Bill, that “The 
— was approved by the country at the last General 
‘lection : if the Bill was approved, the preamble was also” ; and 





it would be material to ascertain, if possible, especially having 
regard to the statement in the House of Commons as to the 
limited demand, until quite recently, for King’s Printers’ copies 
of the Bill, how many electors knew there was such a thing as 
a preamble to the Bill, or what that preamble was; how many 
candidates referred to the existence of a preamble in addressing 
their constituents; and how many members of Parliament or 
electors even now know what a preamble is, or what its opera- 
tion may be. 

The preamble of a statute has been defined as “a key to 

open the minds of the makers of the Act and the mischiefs which 
they intend to remedy by the same,” and as “affording a good 
clue to discover the object of the Legislature.” It is not a 
necessary part of a statute. There was a time when there were 
not any preambles to Acts of Parliament, and yet they were 
ood; there were few or no preambles before the time of 
{pWARD III., and even early in the eighteenth century they were 
held to be no more than recitals of inconveniences which did 
not exclude any others to which a remedy was given by the 
enacting part. Their former frequency, and their lengthy and 
picturesque descriptions of the evils sought to be remedied, often 
in striking contrast to the more sober language of the sub- 
sequent body of the statute, led to their comparative disuse 
in later years, and they have now almost dropped out of fashion. 
Of the forty-nine Public General Statutes of 1909, only four 
have any preamble at al], and the most important of these—-viz., 
that which is prefixed to the Army Annual Act of that year-—is 
principally a descendant by tradit‘on from the wording of the 
old Mutiny Acts. 

There is, however, no lack of judicial authority, both ancient 
and modern, as to the extent to which a preamble is to be con- 
sidered in construing an Act of Parliament, and the courts have 
held, as a general principle, that, where the intention of the 
Legislature is professedly declared by a preamble, effect is to be 
given as far as possible to that intention, and if the words of 
enactment have a meaning which does not go beyond the pre- 
amble, or which may come up to it, then in either case that mean- 
ing is to be preferred to one seemingly shewing ap intention of 
the Legislature which would not answer the purposes of the 
preamble, or which would go beyond them, and that to this 
extent only is the preamble material. The courts, of couree, are 
not influenced in their interpretation of a :tatute by anything 
that occurred in Parliament during its passing; they must 
look only to “the four corners of the Act,” and to the 
grievances intended to be remedied. Thus, it has some- 
times been argued that, because a preamble shews a certain 
beneficial resuit to be contemplated, the Legislature must be 
assumed to wish the Act to come into operation as soon as 
possible. This is not, however, necessarily the case. There 
are many instances of the period at which an Act with a pre- 
amble is to come into operation being postponed ; and it cannot 
be assumed that, because the preamble suggests a change to be 
desirable, the Legislature meant the change to be made as soon as 
possible after the passing of the Act, and that every word in 
it should be construed so as to forward such intention. 
There cannot be any assumption of a mistake in Acts of 
Parliament; the courts sre bound by the terms of the Act, 
and have no power to disturb the natural construction of its 
words so as to make them meet what might otherwise seem to 
be the intention of the Legislature. The preamble is not a guide 
to expound the statute ; in such exposition there is not any rule 
that the general words of the Act are to be confined to any par- 
ticular words introducing it, or even to any words in the pre- 
amble itself. At the same time a construction is to be 
commended which agrees with the preamble, and, although the 
preamble is said by Lord Coxe to be a good means to find out 
the intention of the Legislature, it has been pointed out that he 
carefully avoids either saying that the preamble should control 
the enacting clauses, or limiting precisely how far it should 
have that effect, which would be to attempt to rule a line 
where one cannot be drawn. No doubt, if in the preamble some 
purpose or intention is expressed, that should be borne in 
mind in construing anything which is ambiguous or open to more 
constructions than one, but what is the policy, intention, or 
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scheme of the Act must first be clearly shewn, and the con- 
trol of the preamble can only be invoked where the enacting 

is ambiguous—e.7., where words have more than one 
meaning. Where the enacting part is clear and unambiguous it 


is not to be controlled by reference to the preamble. At the | 


game time plain words, at least to the extent of a possible 
ambiguity in them, may be controlled by a reference to 


the preamble, if the preamble is as plain as, or even more | 


plain than, the words sought to be controlled. When the 
janguage, object, and scope of the Act are not open to doubt, 
the preamble cannot either restrict or extend the cnacting 
part. If in any case the strict letter of the law is sought 
to be corrected by reference to its intention, the construction 
is technically viewed as depending upon whether the special 
matter calling for construction is or is not “ within the equity 
of the Act,” but ‘a verbis legis non recedendum,” and the letter 
eannot be disregarded in favour of a supposed intention, even in 
the case of remedial statutes, which are construed more liberally 
in extending the purview to perfect the intent than statutes 
which are penal. There are many cases where the preamble 
and the enacting portion of a statute are far from being exactly 
co-extensive ; the remedy may be extended by the enacting 
part considerably beyond the evil at which the Act is aimed ; and 
if, on a review of the whole Act, a wider intention than that 
expressed in the preamble appears to have been the real one, 
effect is to be given it, notwithstanding the preamble. 

An excellent illustration of the long-established ruling prin- 
ciple is to be found ir a judgment of Lord Chancellor Cowper, 


delivered in 1716, where he said that “he could by no means | he was signing a guarantee. 





Instruments Procured by Fraud. 


It was settled by Foster v. MacKinnon (L. R. 4 C. P. 704) 
that a person whose signature is obtained to a document, as to 
the real nature of which he is fraudulently misled, is not bound 
by it, in the absence of negligence ; but the recent case of Carlish 
and Cumberland Banking Co. vy. Bragg (1911, 1 K. B. 489), in the 
Court of Appeal, appears to shew that even where he is negligent 
he will not be bound, except perhaps, when the document is a 
negotiable instrument. 

The principle that fraud will avoid a deed is of long standing, 
and dates from times when deeds had frequently to be executed 
by persons who were unable to read them. In Thoroughqood’s 
case (2 Co. Rep. 9a) the fraud consisted in the misreading of the 
deed. But the doctrine has nct been confined to such cases, and, 
notwithstanding that the person executing the deed can read, 
it has been held to be rendered void by fraud practised upon 
him in the actual execution, though fraud inducing execution is 
only a ground for setting it aside: Mason vy. Ditchbourne (1 Moo. 
& R. 460); see Kdwards v. Drown (1 Cr. & J., p. 312). Thus in 
Vorley v. Cooke (1 Giff. 230) a solicitor induced a client to 
execute a mortgage to him to secure a pretended debt by 
representing that it was a deed of covenant to produce deeds. 
Stuart, V.C,, held that the deed was no more a genuine deed 
than if the signature had been forged. 

In Foster v. Mackinnon (supra) the same principle was applied 
toa bill of exchange to the back of which the defendant was 
induced to put his name by the fraudulent representation that 
The jury were directed that 


allow the notion that the preamble could restrain the enacting if the signature was so obtained, and the defendant was not 


clause, or that, because the preamble was too narrow or defec 
tive, therefore the enacting clause which bas general words 


| guilty of any negligence in signing the paper, he was entitled 
| 4 ° . . . 
| to the verdict, and a verdict was found for him accordingly. 


shall be restrained from its full latitude, and from doing that | In considering whether this direction was correct, the Court of 
good which the words would otherwise and of themselves | Common Pleas, ina judgment delivered by ByLRs, J., recognized 


import, which ” he said, ‘‘ was a ridiculous notion, and instanced 
in the Coventry Act, where, if it had recited the barbarity of 


cutting Coventry’s nose, and the enacting clause had been 
general, viz., against the cutting of any member where the man 
is disfigured or defaced, it might with equal reason be objected 
that the cutting of the lips or putting out the eye would not | 


have been within the Act because not within the preamble.” A 
more modern statement of the principle is to be found in the 


| that the doctrine of Thoroughgood’s case (supra) had not been 
| confined to illiterate persons, nor could it be confined to deeds. 


[he principle was equally applicable to other written instra- 


| ments, though ‘it was treated as being subject to the limita- 


tion that the maker of the instrument must not be guilty of 
negligence. “It was not [the defendant’s] design, and, if he 


| were guilty of no negligence, it was not even his fault, that the 


instrument he signed turned out to be a bill of exchange.” The 


judgments delivered in the Sussex Peerage case, towards the | court held, therefore, that the direction to the jury was right, 


middle of the last century, where it was declared that “the 


only rule for the construction of Acts of Parliament is | 


that they should be construed according to the intent of the 


Parliament which passed the Act. If the words of the statute | 


are in themselves precise and unambiguous, then no more can be 
necessary than to expound tho:e words in their natural and 
ordinary sense. The words themselves often do, in such case, 
best declare the intention of the law-giver. But if any doubt 
arises from the terms employed by the Legislature, it has 
always been held a safe means of collecting the intention, to call 
in aid the ground and cause of making the statute, and to 
have recourse to the preamble.” It may accordingly be doubted 


whether the alleged approval by the clectorate of a preamble | 


to a Bill, especially if the origmal preamble is afterwards 


amended, is quite so simple and conclusive a matter as might at | 


first sight appear, even on the convenient assumption (if applic- 


able) that every man is supposed to know the law of his | ' 
| on misrepresentation as to the contents of a deed were not based 


country, for the most plausible professions of good intentions in 
any sort of preamble are as valueless, for all practical purposes, 
as the “noble sentiments ” of JoserpH SurRFACE himself, unless 
they are effectively embodied in the actual subsequent enact- 
ment of the statute. 


Sir Thomas Snagge, at the Banbury County Court, on the 10th inst., 
says the Evening Standard, said that the court was established sixty 
four years ago, and during all those years down to the present: moment 
the high bailiff, Mr. George Gardner, had attended every sitting. It 
was a most extraordinary record, and unique in the history of the 
county court. It was also a happiness to know that Mr. Gardner was 
still in possession of health and intellect to perform his duties, his 
voice being as strong and vigorous as it was fifty years ago. 





| but they were not satisfied with the finding of the jury as to the 


facts—presumably, the fact of negligence—and a new trial was 
ordered. 

The general extension, however, to literate persons of a rule 
originally established in the interest of illiterate persons has not 


gone without criticism. In //unter v. Walters(7 Ch. App., p. 87) 


| Metuisu, L.J., said that it was still a doubtful point of law 


whether, if there was a false representation respecting the 
contents of a deed, a person who was an educated person, and 
who might, by very simple means, have satisfied himself as to 
what the contents of the deed really were, might not, by executing 
it negligently, be estopped as between himself and a person who 
innocently acted upon the faith of the deed being valid, and 
accepted an estate under it. And in Howatson v. Webb (1908, 1 
Ch. 3) Farweta, L.J., said: “1 think myself that the question 
suggested, but not yet decided, by Mettisu, L.J., in that case 
will some day have to be determined, viz., whether the old cases 


upon the illiterate character of the person to whom the deed 
was read over, and on the fact that an illiterate man was treated 


| as being in the same position as a blind man, and whether at 


the present time an educated person, who is not blind, is not 
estopped from availing himself of the plea of non est factum 
against a person who innocently acts upon the faith of the deed 
being valid.” And, at any rate, as was held in Howatson v. Webl, 
a person who knows that the deed deals with his property 
cannot plead non est faclum because it deals with it im a way 
different from that which he intended. 

So far, then, it would seem that the person executing an 
instrument negligently is estopped by his negligence from plead- 


| ing non est factum, even though apart from negligence there is 
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fraud which would be a ground for the plea ; and further, it has 


been suggested that the mere omission of an educated person to 
read the instrument is negligence which will raise this estoppel. 
But in the present case of Carlisle, &c., Banking Co. v. Bragg 
(supra) a much less extensive operation has been given to 
negligence. The question suggested by MeLvLisH, L.J., and 
again by FARWELL, L.J., has apparently been passed over, and 
with regard to the plea of non est factum it makes no difference 
whether the person executing the instrument is literate or 
illiterate. If, indeed, he is told that it affects his property, and 
then executes it, careless as to its actual contents, he is bound 
by it. But if he is materially misled as to the contents of the 
document, he is not bound. “His mind,” as Bucktey, L.J., 
said, “‘ does not go with his pen,” and the deed is not his deed. 
“In general,” said the Lord Justice, “the proposition is true 
that, if a man, acquainting himself with the contents of the deed 
by ear, and being told by another what it contains, receives falee 
information as to its contents in a material respect, that is not 
his deed.” And subsequently, “Ido not think myself that 
cases of this kind are to be confined to the blind and the 
illiterate.” 

The plea of non est factum then applies in all cases of fraud in 
procuring the actual execution of the instrument, but is the plea 
avoided by negligence ? The mere fact of a literate person omitting 
to read the deed cannot be such negligence, or the result would 
be to avoid the plea as regards such persons in all cases. But 
the Court of Appeal have now gone further than this, and have, 
it would seem, excluded negligence as a ground for avoiding the 
plea in all cases save, perhaps, negotiable instruments. Foster v. 


Mackinnon (supra) was concerned with such an instrument, and it | 


must be assumed that it is limited accordingly. Both VAUGHAN | 
WILLIAMS, L.J., and KenNepy, L.J., treated the case in this way. 

“That judgment,” said the latter, “must be read as specifically refer- | 
ring, so far as it turns on negligence, to the case of a negotiable | 
instrument.” But as regards instruments generally, the maker 

is under no duty towards the persons into whose hands they 

come, and his negligence does not estop him from pleading 

non est factum. 

In Car.isle, dc., Banking Co. v. Bragg (supra) the defendant had 
signed a guarantee to the plaintiffs for the overdraft of one of 
their customers. His signature to the guarantee was procured 
Y the fraudulent representation that it was an insurance paper. 

e had signed a similar paper on a previous day, and was told 
that it had been spoilt. He did not read the guarantee. It was 
held that, whether there had been negligence was immaterial on 
two grounds: first, that the defendant owed no duty to the 
plaintiffs, and hence, as regards them, negligence would not be 
an estoppel ; and, secondly, that if there was negligence, it was 
not the proximate cause of the plaintiffs’ loss. “ What,” said 
Buck ey, L.J., “involved the plaintiffs in loss was the act of 
[their customer] a rogue, who obtained from the defendant his 
signature to an instrument which he never intended to sign, and 
having thus defrauded the defendant, proceeded to do another act 
which was what caused the plaintiffs’ loss.” 

The decision makes it easier to apply the doctrine that fraud 
in procuring the execution of an instrument renders it void, and 
it very much restricts the effect of negligence in depriving the 
defendant of the benefit of the plea of non est factum. 
— is only materal where the vendor of the instrument 
is under a duty to the person into whose hands it comes, 
and this will rarely, if ever, be the case except, perhaps, 
with negotiable instruments. As regard these the maker 
or indorser may be under a duty to a person who takes 
the instrument in good faith and for value, and thus Foster 
v. Mackinnon (supra) may be still good law. But as to this 
the Court of Appeal have not spoken in clear terms. The 
existence of such a duty was denied in Scholfield v. Earl of 
Landesborough (1896, A. C. 514), and it would seem that if Foster 
v. Mackinnon is to be supported it must be on some other ground 
than negligence; possibly, as VAvuGHAN WILLIAMs, L.J., 
suggested, on the ground that the holder of a negotiable instru- 
ment is not affected by the fraud; but this question was not 
discussed either in Foster v., Mackinnon or in the present case, and 
raises quite different considerations. 


Conveyance of a Human Chattel. 


We have been favoured by an esteemed correspondent with a 
copy of a remarkable document which was recently found in going 
| through some old papers. It was executed in Jamaica at the close 
of the eighteenth century, and it ae to be a conveyance of “a 
| certain Negroe Female slave named FRaNKEY, and the future issue, 
offspring, and increase of the said slave and the profits, 
| hire, labour, and service of the said slave, and of her future issue, 
| offspring, and increase.” The habendum is “unto and to the use 
| of the purchaser, her heirs and assigns.” This is probably explained 
by the statement which occurs in Chamberlain v. Harvey (1 Lord 
Raym. 147) that in pet eed ny no doubt, also in Jamaica) 
there were local laws which made a negro slave part of the real 
estate of the owner. The report of this case of Chamberlain y. 
Harvey, by the way, contains a note of the astounding decision in 
Gelly v. Cleve (5 Will. & Mary C. B.) that “trover will lie for a 
negro boy ; for they are heathens, and therefore a man may have 
property in them.” 
here is a receipt for the purchase-money of the slave at the foot 

of the conveyance and a memorandum, signed by the purchaser, to 
| the effect that “the above negro’s name is changed to Elizabeth, By 
me, E. D.” This was no doubt necessary for the purpose of identi- 
fication. 

The following is a copy of the conveyance, with the exception of 
the full name of the purchaser—a lady resident in Jamaica, and an 
ancestress of our correspondent :— 


JaMAICA.—TO ALL TO WHOM THESE PRESENTS SHALL COME or ma 
anywise concern John Salisbury Hoare late of the paris 
V shillings Kingston in the county of Surry oe} in the said island but 
nowof the Kingdom of Great Britain Esquire by David McCaa 
of the said parish of Kingston merchant his true and lawful 
attorney in this island duly constituted and appointed sends 
greeting Know ve that for and in consideration of the full 
and just sum of sixty pounds current money of Jamaica 
to him the said John pe wl Hoare (through the hands 
of his said attorney) well and truly paid and satisfied at or 
immediately before the sealing and delivery of these presents 
by J. D. of the said parish of Kingston merchant the receipt 
whereof is hereby acknowledged and the said J. D. his 
heirs executors and administrators and each and every of 
them from the same and every part thereof are released 
exonerated and for ever discharged by these presents He 
the said John Salisbury Hoare hath by his attorney aforesaid 
granted bargained sold aliened remised released conveyed 
and confirmed and by these presents doth grant bargain 
sell alien remise release convey and confirm unto E. D. the 
younger the daughter of the said J. D. her heirs and assigns 
a certain negroe female slave named Frankey and the future 
issue offspring and increase of the said slave and the 
reversion and reversions remainder and remainders rents 
issues profits hire labor and service of the said slave and of 
her future issue offspring and increase and all the estate 
right title interest use trust possession ag | benefit 
inheritance claim and demand whatsoever both at law and 
in equity of him the said John Salisbury Hoare of in to or 
out of the same To HAVE AND To HOLD the said slave named 
Frankey hereby granted and conveyed or meant mentioned 
or intended so to be with her future issue offspring and 
increase unto the said E. D. her heirs and assigns to the only 
proper use and behoof of the said E. D. her heirs and assigns 
for ever and to for and upon no other use end intent or 
urpose whatsoever Anp the said John Salisbury Hoare 
by his attorney aforesaid) doth hereby for himself bis 
heirs executors and administrators and each and every of 
them covenant promise and agree to and with the said E. D. 
her heirs and assigns in manner and form following that 
is to say that he the said John Salisbury Hoare now on the 
day of the date of these presents is the true and lawful 
owner and proprietor of the said slave named Frankey 
hereby granted and conveyed or meant mentioned or 
intended so to be and hath in himself good right true title 
full power and lawful and absolute authority to grant and 
convey the same in manner aforesaid And further that he 
the said John Salisbury Hoare and his heirs executors and 
administrators and each and every of them and all and 
every other person and persons whomsoever claiming or to 
claim any estate right title or interest of in to or out of the 
said slave hereby granted and conveyed or meant mentioned 
or intended so to be by from under or in trust for him them 
or any or either of them shall and will from time to time 
and at all times for ever hereafter upon the reasonable 
request and at the proper costs and charges in the law of 
the said E. D. her heirs or assigns make do execute acknow- 
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executed acknowledged and delivered all and every such 
further and other lawful and reasonable acts deeds devices 
conveyances and assurances in the law whatsoever for the 
further better more perfect and absolute granting and | 
assuring the said slave hereby granted and conveyed or 
meant mentioned or intended so to be unto the said E. D. | 
her heirs and assigns as by the said E. D. her heirs or 
assigns or her or their counsel learned in the law shall or 
may be lawfully and reasonably advised or devised and | 
required AND LASTLY that he the said John Salisbury Hoare | 
and his heirs the said slave hereby granted and conveyed or 
meant mentioned or intended so to be unto the said E. D. 
her heirs and assigns against himself the said John Salisbury 
Hoare and his heirs and against all and every other person 
and persons whomsoever shall and will lawfully warrant 
and for ever defend by these presents IN witNEss whereof 
the said John Salisbury Hoare by the said David McCaa his 
attorney and the said David McCaa as attorney to the said 
John Salisbury Hoare have hereunto set and subscribed 
their hands and affixed their seals the fourteenth day of 
October in the year of our Lord one thousand seven hundred 
and ninety six. 
Joun Sy. Hoare by (LS) D. M Caa his atty, 
D. M Caa (LS) atty. to Jon Sy. Hoare, 


Sealed and delivered in the presence of Epwop. 
Brovucuton, 








Reviews. 





Licensing Law. 


Parerson’s Licenstne Acts. By Witttam W. MacKenzie, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Twenty-rikxst Epition. Butterworth & Co, ; 
Shaw & Sons. 

The passing into law of the Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910 
one of the few legislative enactmeuts which the short-lived Parlia 
ment of 1910 has placed upon the statute book, rendered inevitable 
new editions of every one of the various treatises on Licensing Law 
which have been added to our stores of legal literature. Among 
those works Paterson’s Licensing Acts has long enjoyed a prominent 
oe, the present edition—which, like the last eleven, is edited by 
Mr. Mackenzie—appears to us to maintain worthily the reputation 
earned by its predecessors. It is thorough and painstaking in sub 
stance; the style is clear, and the index and all the mechanical 
work, such as the Table of Cases and of Statutes, are full and 
accurate. 

Perhaps Mr. Mackenzie occasionally errs a little on the side 
of caution ; he is very reluctant to venture an opinion of his own 
upon possible difficulties of interpretation when no judicial authority 
exists to guide him. Thus a note might very well have appeared | 
giving the editorial view as to the meaning of the words “ Any 
aggrieved person within the meaning ef section 10, sub-section (1) of | 
the Finance Act, 1894, who desires to appeal to the High Court. . .” 
(Rules under the Finance Act, 1894, s. 10). The Licensing Con 
solidation Act, and the rules made in pursuance of it, jointly provide 
that where a licence is taken away by the compensation authority 
on the ground of redundancy, and where the authority cannot approve 
vf the amount claimed as compensation by the parties interested 
in the licence, the matter is to be referred to the Inland Revenue 
Commissioners—from whose decision there lies the appeal to the High 
Court to which the above quotation refers. No one at present quite 
knows what is meant by an “ aggrieved party.” Ifthe Infand Revenue 
fix too high an amount, is the compensation authority an “aggrieved 
party,” and can itappeal? If the owners, on the other hand, appeal 
against the amount, and the Inland Revenue compromise the appeal 
hy settlement with the owners (a practice which is becoming very 
frequent since it was decided in Hardy's Crown Brewery case (1910, 
2 K. B. 257) that costs may be ordered against the Inland Revenue 
Commissioners if unsuccessful), has the compensation authority any 
locus standi to object to the compromise? The question is sure to 
come before the courts very soon, and it is so difficult to foresee the 
judicial answer to it that possibly the learned editor did well to 
avoid a pronouncement on it. If our lament at not discovering any 
enlightenment on such a point be treated as somewhat finical, we 
have no further criticism to suggest upon this excellent work. 

With the exception of one case, which is not of much importance, 
all the recent cases reported in any of the usual authoritative reports, 
are carefully noted and correctly described in the text. Amongst 
others we find Lord Llangattock v. Watney, Combe, Reid & Co. 
(1910, A. C. 394), the interesting decision of the House of Lords as 
to the meaning of an “unexpired term” in Schedule II. of the 
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ledge and deliver or cause or procure to be made done | 





Licensing Act, 1904. The Act provides that the annual compensation 





levy is to be paid in the first instance by the occupier, but that he 
is to be permitted to deduct from his rent a proportion which 
diminishes as the length of his “unexpired term” increases, An 
attempt was made to persuade the court that “unexpired term ” 
was a popular, and not a conveyancing term, so that it included a 
mere interesse termini ; but the House of Lords rightly declined to 
give such an unwarranted extension to a well-known legal expression, 
Their lordships, however, scarcely realized to what an extent they 
have encouraged the practice of putting unusual meanings on 
technical terms by some of their best-known decisions upon the 
Finance Act, 1894. Again, we find in its proper place Jones v. Jones 
(1910, 2 K. B. 262), an interesting decision as to the precise rights of 
a “bond side traveller” to order and pay for drinks on licensed 
premises. We find also Rex v. (Glamorgan Justices, Ex parte Davies 
(1910, 1 K. B. 851), which unravelled a tangle as to who are the 


|}compensation authority in cases where a borough has become a 


county borough since the passing of the Act. 

A curious little case which we have not found noted is Ainahan v. 
Parry (1910, 2 K. B. 389), which applied the commercial doctrine of 
undisclosed principal in a very ingenious way to the case where the 
licensee of a public-house is really the manager of it for a brewery 
to which it is tied, but this case hardly concerns licensing practice 
as such. Amongst other revenue cases there duly appears Glamorgan 
(Juarter Ne sstons ve Wilson (1910, l K. b. 725), Ww hich held that the 
quarter sessions of a county are assessable to income tax for the 
interest payable on the Compensation Fund during the period it is 
deposited with their bankers. We have no hesitation in recommend- 
ing to our readers this new edition of a highly-esteemed work, 





THe Law or Licenstinc. By Joun Bruck Witiiamson, Barrister- 

at-Law. Fourtru Eprrion. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Among the numerous works which guide the licensing practitioner 
it is unnecessary for us to say that Williamson on Licensing is one 
of the best known. This new edition has, of course, been rendered 
necessary by the enactment of the Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 
1910, and it maintains well the standard reached by previous 
editions. It may be useful to point out here the precise effect of the 
new Act. It does not contain a// the statute law upon licensing } 
for reasons of convenience the codifier has left outside certain 
matters which appear in various Revenue and Finance Acts. Indeed, 
when the subject-matter of a consolidating Act is so much bound up 
with finance as the granting of a dutiable licence necessarily is, it 
would be highly inexpedient to embody in the statute provisions 
which undergo an arbitrary alteration from year to year in each 
unuual budget, and which, if ordinary political predictions are justi- 
fied, are certain to undergo a very great modification in the near 
future. Hence all the licensing clauses in the Finance (1909 10) Act 
1910, and other financial statutes, have been of necessity left out o 
the scheme. They are separately printed and are commented upon 
by Mr. Williamson. 

“The Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910, is therefore confined to 
those enactments and provisions which are of a regulative and 
administrative rather than a directly financial character. It has 
repealed the Alehouse Act, 1828—the principal Act and the one 
which created the modern fublican’s licence ; it has also repealed in 
full the Wine and Beerhouse Acts, 1869 and 1870, and the Licensing 
Act, 1904 ; but, for the reasons just mentioned, it has not repealed all 
the clauses of the Licensing Acts of 1872, 1874, 1902. The repealed 
statutes and clauses are substantially re-enacted in the new Act. The 
result is that in its 113 clauses the Consolidation Act contains 
practically the whole of the present day Taw which affects the publican 
and the wine dealer, as well as most of the criminal and magisterial 
law relating to offences which are the result of excessive indulgence 
in aleohol. Mr. Williamson’s book, however, has a much wider 
scope than this ; it includes also a full exposition of the law relating 
to theatres, music-halls, cinematographs, and other premises which 
require a special licence for administrative reasons. 

This work is not arranged in the form of a commentary upon the 
various statutes; it is a systematic treatise which covers the whole field 
in orderly sequence. The Acts, including the Consolidation Act, are 
relegated to an appendix, where the notes take, for the most part, the 
shape of a reference to the text, which forms the first half of the 
work. This arrangement is perhaps not the most convenient one 
for the practitioner, who naturally prefers to find his point dealt with 
in a commentary on the particular section which raises it, but apart 
from this observation we have no serious criticism to suggest as to 
this careful and trustworthy manual. 

Wuiretey’s Licensinc Acts. By Grorce Ceci, Wurrecey, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law, and Sipney Herpert Lame, Barrister-at-Law. 
Fourtu Epirion. Stevens & Haynes, 

This work is divided—like Gaul in Cwsar’s famous deseription— 
into three parts. Part I., which is the pice de resistance of the book 
deals with Justices’ Licences, as they are now called ; for until the 
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Licensing Act. 1904. there was no ay thing as : a Jestion’ Licence, | Edward Fry’s book has been recognized for many years as a 


the publican possessed of an excise licence obtained a certificate of 
renewal from the Licensing Justices. This part of the book contains 
an interesting historical resum* of the various steps which have led 
up to our present system of licensing, and which commence approxi 
mately in 1828 with the Alehouse Act of that year—now repealed 
and re-enacted in the Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910. This last 
mentioned statute, with a commentary upon its sections, follows on 
the heels of the historical introduction ; 1t is fully noted with the 
latest decisions ; all changes, alterations, and modifications in the old 
law by the Consolidation Act are discussed and explained ; tables 
are set out which shew clearly the method in which the sections of 
the repealed Acts are dealt with in the consolidating Act, the 
different classes of authorities and districts which exist for the pur 
pose of granting licences, the powers of the justices, the qualifications 
necessary for the license i premises, and the hours of closing licensed 
houses. These various series of tabular statements form one of the 
most characteristic features of the book, and give it an air of extreme 
scientific precision. 

Part IL. has for its subject-matter Excise Licences, and has the 
same tone of methodical statement and analysis which marks the 
first part. Itis intro luced by a complete list of all the very numerous 
kinds of excise licences which sanction the manufacture and sale 
(wholesale and retail) of intoxicating liquor, with the duty payable 
on each Then come in orderly sequence the unrepealed sections 
of the various excise, revenue and finance Acts which relate to the 
grant of those licences. After that we have Warts IL. and VIII. of 
the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, with the First and Sixth Schedules, 
which contain the duties leviable on licensed premises. At this 
stage the book contains useful notes on “ Annual Value,” “ Annual 
Licence Value,” and “ Assessment of Licensed Premises.” 

Part ILI. is of a somewhat more general nature ; it is not so 
completely digest «d and tabulated as the preceding parts. In this 
part there appears a series of essays on a miscellaneous variety of 
subjects more or less connected with Licensing Practice—such as 
the Rights and Liabilities of Innkeepers, to name only one of them. 
This last named treatise, we may say in passing, is peculiar to this 
work-—in none of the other treatises on the Licensing Laws which 
have come into the reviewer's hands has he seen any full discussion 
of this interesting topic. In the Appendix come rules and statutory 
forms; and then we have an index of some forty-seven pages. The 
body of the work contains 663 pages, so that we must enter a protest 
against the comparative brevity of the index. The quality and 
accuracy of the index, however, make up for any pg of 
quantity. This is a first-rate work, on the whole, and we believe 
its reputation will as it becomes better known. 

Tue Annuat Licenstne Practice ror 1911. By R. M. Monrt- 
Gomery, M.A., and H. Dryspate Woopvock, Barristers-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

This work has adopted a new title, but its editors explain that it 
is, in fact, the fourth edition of Montzomery’s Licensing Laws. 
Although styled an “ Annual Practice,” this treatise is, in fact, not 
so large or so exhaustive as certain other well-known works on the 
Licensing Law It is, however, reasonably complete, and is written, 
as well as arranged, in a very attractive manner. One feature 
usually found in students’ text-books rather than in a work intended 
for the use of practitioners appears in this edition—namely, that 
each important paragraph is followed by a series of “ illustrative 
cases,” much after the style of Underhill on Trusts or Stephens’ 
Digest of the Law of Evidence. How far this feature is likely to be 
really useful to anyone we cannot say, as it seems unlikely that any- 
body desir us of getting up an elementary outline of the licensing 
laws would read through a large treatise such as this. An annual 
practice is a work of reference, not a student’s book. Having 
expressed our doubts as to the value of this feature, we hasten to 
say that for the substance and arrangement of the book we have 
nothing but praise. Chapter [., which deals with the new codifying 
Act, is carefully and thoroughly done ; the remaining chapters deal 
with the uncodified parts of the subject matter, and deal with them 
in a reasonably complete manner. The index is a very full one and 
all recent cases seem to be properly noted. There are chapters on 
covenants in leases, and on the adulteration of drink, which do not 
appear in other works on the licensing laws. To the lawyer who 
wishes a portable handy book of the subject which the authors 
profess to treat this book will serve his purpose as well as any other. 





Specific Performance. 


A lag ON THE Speciric PerrorMANce oF Contracts. By 
t! Right Hon. Sit wakp Fry, G.C.B.. sometime one of the 
Li s Justic ( | Fiera Epirion By Wim 
~~ ALpson RAWLID Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The specific performan: of contracts torms one of the most 
interesting and important heads of equitable jurisdiction 


standard authority on the subject. In the present edition there 
seems * have been no considerable alteration in arrangement of 
matter, but the recent decisions, of which more than a hundred have 
accumulated since the previous edition, have been carefully incor- 
porated. In many cases tte h arise in practice the plaintiff has to 
rest his claim on informal documents, and the queition whether 
these constitute a concluded contract is an ever-recurring difficulty, 
[t would have been natural, perhaps, to treat them fully in the 
chapter (pp. 137-163) on non-conelusion of the contract, but in order 
to find a discussion of the cases on the effect of “subject to a formal 
contract” and similar expressions, it is necessary to turn to the 
chapter on the Statute of Frauds. There the recent cases are fully 
referred to, including the decision of Neville, "3 last year in Santa 
Fé Land CC» v. Forestal Land Co. (26 T. L. R. 534), which 
seems to settle, disagreeing herein with North v. Percival 
1898, 2 Ch. 128), that the words in question always exclude an 
immediate contract. The question whether payment on account of 
the purchase-money is an act of part performance is one of the 
puzzles of the subject. It is, of course, well settled that it cannot 
be, but the reason is by no means easy to grasp. Payment of in- 
creased rent, on the other hand, may be part performance of an 
agreement for a lease. The varying doctrines on these points are 
well stated at pp. 305-308, but it is pointed out that the cases are 
uasatisfactory, and it is suggested that either all payments of money 
should be eapable of being acts of part performance or none. The 
various defences to the action inciude failure by the plaintiff 
to perform the agreement on his side (Part IIL., chap. 20), and ocea- 
sion is taken to state the recent case on this point of Measures 
Brothers v. Measures (1910, 2 Ch. 248). One of the results of a 
judgment for specific performance in a vendor's action is that, in 
case of default by the de fe ¥ unt, the vendor can enforce his lien for 
the purchase money, and this lien, as pointed out on p. 581, has 
recently been held to extend to personal property so far as specific 
performance is available: Me Stuckley (1906, 1 Ch. 67). _ Another 
interesting development is referred to in connection with Worthing 
Corporation Vv. Heather (1906, 2 Ch. 532)—namely, that where the 
contract is non-enforceable because it infringes the rule against per 
petuities, the plaintiff may still be entitled todamages. The editing 
of the present ‘ead is fully up to the standard of the work. 


Law Lexicon. 


ELeventu Epition. By W. H. Accs, 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Waarton’s Law Lexpcon. 
M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law 
The eleventh edition of this well-known book cannot fail to be 
useful. The portion constituting the lexicon proper appears 
to be, generally speaking, well brought up to date ; though here and 
there, as might be expected in such a wide range of ae, — 
slips occur. Thus we observe that under the head of “Access” 
it is said: “Neither husband nor wife is admissible as a “witness 
to prove non-access.” Has not The Poulett Peerage case (1903, 
A. C. 395) been overlooked? There the husband was allowed to 
give evidence of non-access before marriage. It is principally in its 
new character of an encyclopedia that we have to criticize the present 
volume, and if the intention (announced in the preface) of bteniog 
out annual editions is adhered to, an immense amount of matter will 
have to be added to justify its present sub-title of “an epitome of 
the law of England as existing in statute law and decided cases 
The articles on “ Valuation,” and “ Value” deal with the recent 
Finance Act, and these articles are illustrations of the usefulness of 
the book regarded as an encyclopedia, for it is not the function of 
a lexicon to give enactments relating to value and valuation in quit 
such detail. Asan illustration of faulty articles, from the encyclopedia 
point of view, we may cite that relating to “Vancouver's a 
rhe whole of the article is as follows: “See 12 & 13 Vict. c. 48 ; 21 
& 22 Vict. c. 99, 8. 6; 29 & 30 Vict. 67; and 33 & 34 "Viet. 
¢. 66.” Are not two of these Acts re] ealed 1 ! Such titles as “ Canada,” 
“Ontario,” “Quebec,” “ Alberta,” Be, ios altogether omitted. The 
only two Canadian provinces treated separately a appear to be 
‘British Columbia” and “New Brunswick,” and the treatment of 
each title is not much fuller than that of “ Vancouver's Island.” I 
such titles are given separately they should be treated adequately. 


Statutes. 


Burrerwortas’ Twentiera Centory Statutes (ANNOTATED). 
Vou. VI. Under the General Editorship of H. H. Kiyo, B.A., 
LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


The first five volumes (already favourably reviewed in these 
columns) of this edition of the statutes contained the Public General 
Acts passed in the years 1900-1909, excluding Acts in force only in 
Scotland, the Channel Islands, and the Isle of Man. The present 


i, and Sir | volume contains the Public General Acts passed in the year 1910, 
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— 
annotated in the same way as, and generally uniform with, the | 
revious volumes. The difference, of course, is that this volume is | 
sapplemental one. It is the first annual volume of the series, and 
does credit both to editor and publishers. The learned editor in his 
preface justifiably calls attention to the fact that some slips in the 
marginal notes of the Regency Act, 1910, as first issued, have been 
corrected at his instance in subsequent prints. This is certainly 

confirmation of the claim, made in the preface, that the text of the 
statutes here printed may be implicitly relied on as being correct | 
and in accordance with the King’s Printer’s copies. The 
yolume is, in fact, more than it purports te be—that is, 
it does not merely contain the statutes of the year. Many 
of the headings (for example, “‘ Companies ”) are not represented by | 
any Acts, for the reason that no statute on the subject was passed 

during the year. Under these headings, however, appear what are | 
called “ Notanda,” that is, notes on the Acts printed under that 
heading in the first five volumes. This scheme is, we believe, novel. 
At any rate, it is extremely ingenious and does a great deal towards 
reducing the unavoidable trouble of using supplemental volumes. 
The notes mostly consist of references to reported decisions on parti- 
cular provisions of the Acts, and the whole edition is thus kept up 
to date. At the end of (say) five years no doubt a fresh 
“Consolidation” will be necessary, but in the meantime it is difficult 
to imagine any temporary arrangement that would be more 
eovenient. The reader turning to “ Companies” will find more 
than two pages of notes referring to quite recent decisions, and 
under “ Master and Servant” about six pages of notes giving recent 
cases under the Workmen’s Compensation Act. So under “ Money 
and Money-lending.” The pice de resistance is the Finance (1909 
10) Act, 1910, which (under “ Revenne ”) occupies, with its notes, more 
than 100 pages. One other useful feature consists in the inclusion of 
Scottish cases where these are relevant. 








Local Government Law. 


Locat GoverRNMENT LAW AND LEGISLATION FoR 1910. Edited by 
W. H. Dumspay, Barrister-at-Law. Hadden, Best, & Co. 

Owing to the exceptional circumstances of last year there are fewer 
statutes included in this annual volume than has been the case with 
most of its predecessors since its first appearance in 1899. As a 
general rule, local government legislation is not much affected by 
the accidents of parliamentary history, since it is to a very great 
extent non-partizan in charaeter and is initiated by the expert adviser 
of the board rather than by the pressure of popular opinion. Last 
session, however, came to an unexpectedly sudden end, with th 
result that a large number of minor measures were not proceeded 
with. The result is that only eight Acts of Parliament appear among 
the annual statutes which can be regarded by any stretch of lan 
guage as connected with local government. Those eight statutes are 
printed in this volume and are fully annotated ; in addition there is 
set out the Expiring Laws Continuance Bill, which at the date of pub 
lication had not yet received the Royal Assent. The place of honour 
is occupied by the Census (Great Britain) Act, 1910; if we have any 
militant suffragist ladies amongst our readers we would venture 
respectfully to call their attention to the provisions of section 12 (2), 
which prescribe penalties upon occupiers who wilfully refuse or 
neglect to fill up their schedule. The Children Act (1208) Amend- 
ment Act, 1910, the Diseases of Animals Act, 1910, certain clauses of 
the Finance Act, the Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910, the 
Municipal Corporations Amendment Act, 1910, the Police (Weekly 
Rest Day) Act, 1910, and the short Small Holdings Act, 1910--which 
provides for compensation to tenants whose farms are required for 
the purposes of the Small Holdings Acts—make up the rest of a 
somewhat meagre and unexciting crop of legislation. The rest of 
the book consists of various Local Government Orders, and a Digest 
of Cases decided in the course of the year 1910. The work has been 
prepared carefully and is likely to prove useful, 





drawal explained. In addition, the learned editors have thought it 
advisable to print a few belated cases decided under the earlier Act 
of 1897, which still occasionally comes before the courts—a curious 
illustration of the law’s delays. Again, the work contains a useful 
selection from the published reports of Scottish and Irish cases, 
which, indeed, are usually regarded in the English courts as prece- 
dents to be followed when the point is not covered by any English 
wuthority. Weare glad to see that the learned editors have stood 
manfully by their announced intention to print erery case in the 
Appellate Courts. Grumbling by other law reporters they have 
courageously disregarded, and they have met their reward in the 
upproval which the judges of the English Court of Appeal have 
riven and the use which has been made of their labours. In a branch 
f law like this, where the first instance court is the county court, 
itis never safe to assume that any case ean be regarded as so clearly 
covered by authority as to render a report unnecessary. County 
court judges are somewhat apt to disregard the consequences of 
previous decisions unless you ean shew them a case which exactly 
covers the point. In our opinion this work, especially in respect 
of completeness, is a boon to all who enjoy this class of litigious 
practice. 


Books of the Week. 

Highways.—Pratt and Mackenzie’s Law of Highways: being 
the Law of Highways, Main Roads, Streets and Bridges. I Two 
Parts. 1. : Law of Highways Independent of Statute, IL. : Statutes 
elating to Highways, Main Roads, Streets and Bridges. By 
WittiaM W. Mackenzie, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sixteenth 
Edition. Butterworth & Co. ; Shaw & Sons, 

Laws of England.—The Laws of England : being a Complete 
Statement of the Whole Law of England. By the Right Hon. the 
farl of Hatspury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain 1885-86, 
1886-92, and 1895-1905, and other Lawyers. Vol. XV.: Food and 
Drugs, Fraudulent and Voidable Conveyances, Friendly Societies, 
(Game, Gaming and Wagering, Gas, Gifts, Guarantee. Butterworth 
& Co. 

Trusts.—A Practical Treatise on the Law of Trusts. By (the 
late) THomMas Lewtn, Esq. Twelfth Edition. With an Appendix 
containing the Trustee Act, 1893, printed in Full and Annotated by 
Reference to the Text of the Work. By Crem C. M. Dae and 
Grorce A. STREETEN, Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited.) 

Trade Marks.—The Law of Trade Mar’ s and their Registra 
tion and Matters connected therewith, including Passing Off and 
Goodwill. By Lewis Boyp Sebastian, B.C.L., M.A., Barrister-at 
Law. Fifth Edition. By the Author and Harry Barrp Hemsina, 
LL.B. and 8S. Raymonp Sepastian, B.A., Barristers-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Company-Secretary.—The Company-Secretary : con 
taining a full Description of the Duties of the Company-Secretary ; 
together with an Appendix of Forms and Precedents (including 
those under the Companies*¢{Consolidation) Act, 1908). By W. H. 
Fox. Sixth Edition. Gee & Co. 

The Declaration of London. —The Declaration of London. 
With an Introduction and Notes and Appendices. By Norman 
Bentrwicu, Barrister-at-Law. Eflingham Wilson ; Sweet & Maxwell 


Correspondence. 
The Action of the Public Trustee. 
[To the Editor of the Soli itors’ Journal and Weekly Report r.] 


Sir,—Some months ago, ina trust in which T have been acting 
professionally for years, it became necessary to appoint aA new 
trustee, and with every wish to support the new state of things, I 
recommended my clients to appoint, and succeeded in appointing, the 








Workmen’s Compensation. 
BurrerwortHs’ WorKMEN’s CoMPENSATION Cases. Vor. III. or 


tHe New Serres. Edited by His Honour Judge Ruree, K.C., 


and Dovctas Knocker, Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 

The magnitude of the judicial labours which have been entailed by 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, may be gathered from the 
simple fact that this is the third volume of a series of reported case 
exclusively devoted to it, and that the work contains over 690 pages 
An important new feature, calculated to increase the utility of the 
book, appears in this volume ; every case entered in the lists of the 
House of Lords and the English Court of Appeal has_been dealt 
with, whether or not the case proceeded to Sulpnent. Fully-heard 
cases are reported at length, but cases which were not fully heard for 
any reason are simply mentioned and the circumstances of their with- 


Public Trustee. 
| ‘The investments of the trust were all first class, chiefly British o1 
Colonial securities of undoubted value. 

The Public Trustee has now sent my clients a list of a number of 
these investments, with a suggestion they should be sold and the 
proceeds invested in other securities, ail of which, with one exception, 
are foreign, and one of which I have never heard of before, but see- 
ing that it carries interest at the rate of 54 per cent., it should I think 
be looked at with some doubt. 


| Is it the province of the Public Trustee to take this course? It 


| seems to be highly objectionable for sev ral reasons, one being that 
it would disturb British and Colonial investments of the choicest 
description, substituting therefor foreign bonds, &c., thus diverting 
| a considerable amount of British money te foreign investments. 
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Asaresuit of long experience, | am persua ded that the invest 
ment of so much British capital ore is doing this country much 
harm, and [ am surprised that the Pablic Trus 
the representative of the British Government, should advocate such 
a course \ Retirep Trustee. 

London, Marcl 


Merger of Leases and the Finance (1909-10) 
Act, 1910. 


[To the I fthe S f d Weekly Reporter.) 
Sir,—In view of the clauses relating to reversion duty in sections 
13 “ty the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, it has become necessary on 
sales of ground-rents and in other cases nsert conditions providing 
that if the owner of the leasehold int shall purchase the revet 
sion the conveyance to him must be taken in such a form as will 
prevent merger, and it seem ed that for this purpose 

desirable that ( un he taken to a trustee for 
yurchaser But ‘ 4 pure uestion of the intention of 
parties, and it t ine ere the parties intend 
contrary é le ¥ ughe ‘ h (1900, 2 Ch. 368) and 

wpital and Cor sank (Lim ‘yy { es (1902, 1 Ch. 631) 

In view of these decisions, would it not be sutticient in the 
foregoing cases for the conveyance to contain a declaration that no 
merger hall uke 1a It would seem that such a dee! aration 
would prevent the occurrence of merger, and so prevent the liability 
for reversion duty ing, ane the vendor would be amply 
protected fro n ibil e same time the purchaser 
would be abl tly made to him, and 
would not r the inco nience of ving his freehold interest 
outstandl 

It would be sting 1 on of the fea ibility 
of this proposal and of its p al value pending the alteration of 
the Act promises 

L. ARTHUR SMITH, 

18, Newhall-stre 


See observations under head of “ ¢ 


st, Birmingham, March 10 
‘urrent Topics,”— Ep. S../, 


Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 

Increase of Capital—Delegation of Powers to Directors—Ultra 
vires Acts Acquiescence \ limited company may lawfully 
modify its articles so as to delegate to the directors its own powel 
to incr ase its capital, 

A shareholder who assisted in an ultra vires act of the company in 
the past is not thereby prevented from bringing a representative 
action to restrain future developments of the act(such as fresh pro 
ceedings under an u/fra vires resolution which he himself seconded). 

Mosety vr. Korryrontersy Mines (Limirep) (Eve, J., June 29; 
C.A., Nov. 2) (54 Sonicrrors’ JouURNAL, 652; 1910, 2 Ch. 382; 55 
Soticirors JOURNAL, 44; 1911, 1 Ch. 73). 


“Meeting "--Meeting of One Person.—In ordinary cases a 
meeting under the Companies Acts must consist of more than on¢ 
person. But in part cular cases (when, for instance, the assent of a 
meeting of a cla of shat holders is require and there is only on 
of that class) one person may con titute and hold a meeting KAS 
v. Benner? Broruers (Limirep) (Warrington J., Nov. 25) (55 
Soiicirors’ JOURNAL, 92 ; 1911, 1 Ch. 163). 


Shares—Action for Rescission--Notice to Forfeit Shares. 
When a shareholder brings an action to rescind his contract to take 
shares, and the company replies by notice to forfeit the shares for 
non-payment of calls, the proper interim rder for the court to make 
in the circumstances is that the company be restrained until trial 
from forfeiting the shares, the plaintiff paying into court the amount 

Jones v. PacayA Rupper AnD Propuc1 


of the calls with interest. 
Co, (Limrrep) (C.A., Nov. 26) (1911, 1 K. B. 455). 


Failure to Hold Annual Gs sneral Meeting Further Default. 

f directors of a company are knowingly parties to its default in not 
holding an ann nal meeting in any year, they cannot set up 
that default as a defence t roceedings sainst th m in respect of the 
company’s failure to perform other acts which must be perforined on 
a day “after the first or only general meeting in the year.”"—Park v 
Lawton (K.B. 17) (1911, 1 K. B. 588) 


1 


The election petition judges have provi y fixed the following 
dates for the hearing of election petitions 26th of April, West Brom- 
wich; 4th of May, East Nottingham; th of May, Hull; and 23rd 
of May, North-west Ham. 


, who is, [ presume, | 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


A. W. DAWSON & CO. vr. BINGLEY URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL, 
Ne. 1. Ist and 2nd Feb. ; 9th March. 


Loca, GoveRNMENT—FiIRE-PLUG—Mark wot INDICATING CorReEctTLY 
THE PostTion or Frre-PLUG—Fire-ptuGa In Private Roap Coversep 
Urp—Frre—Damace—Liasmity or Urpan Districr Avrnoriry 
Pusiic Heatra Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 55), s. 66 


By section 66 of the Public Health Act, 1875: “‘ Every urban 
authorit hall cause fire-plugs and all necessary works, machinery, and 
/ e for securing an efficient supply of water in case of fire to be 

and maintained, and for that purpose may enter into any 
with any water company or pérson. And they shall pain 
the buddings and walla within the streets, words or mark 
h fire-plugs, to denote the situation thereof, and do 
r the purposes aforesaid, as they may deem expedient. 


hve ut on the plaintiff ‘ premise » The efforts of the fire 
extinguish the fire were conside rably retarded, because the 

y we me feet out of position in relation to the indicator plate, 

plug itself wa buried in the earth to a de pth of six inche 
d had not been taken over by the local selbenion (who were 
» the water authority), nor had the fire plug been covered up by or 
ith the knowledge of the defendants. In an action by the plaintiff 
» recover damages from the defendants for breach of the duty imposed 

n them by the above ction, 


Held, that by not rem ng the soil which covered up the fire plug and 
in afixing an indicator plate which did not shew its correct position, 
the defendants had been quilty of a breach of duty for whach the 
plaint fis were entitled to maintain an action for damage 8. 


Decision of Grantham, J. (27 7.. L. R. 46), reversed. 


Appeal by the plaintiffs from a decision of Grantham, J., who set 
aside a verdict given for them, and entered judgment for the defen 
dant The plaintiffs occupied premises in a road at Bingley, which 
had been made, but had not been taken over by the local authority. 
There was a fire-plug in the road, and it had got covered with earth 
to the depth of about six inches. But this had not been done by or 
with the knowledge of the defendants. A plate with letters and 
figures ‘‘ F.P. 22 ft.’’ had been put up in the road by the defendants, 
who were also the water authority, but the fire-plug was some feet out 
of position in relation to the plate, though anyone following the line 
from the plate would have seen the plug had it not been hidden by the 

irth. During the afternoon of the 20th of January, 1909, a fire broke 
sut on the plaintiffs’ premises. The fire brigade arrived, but owing, 
the plaintiffs alleged, to the above negligence its efforts to extinguish 
the fire were very seriously retarded, so that the delay enabled the 
fire to develop to such an extent that the damage done by the outbreak 
vas largely increased. The plaintiffs sued for damages, alleging that 
the defendants had been guilty of a breach of their st itutory duty 
imposed by section 66 of the Public Health Act, 1875, which require‘ 
that every urban authority should see that fire-plugs and all other 
necessary works to maintain an efficient supply of water were provided 
ind maintained, and should pre ovide an indicator to denote the situa 
tion of the fire-plug. The action came on for trial before Grantham, 
J., and a special jury at the Leeds Assizes, and the jury found that 
the delay caused by their negligence had allowed the fire to do greater 
damage “than would otherwise have been the case, and they awarded 
the plaintiffs £512 damages. The case was adjourned to London for 
argument as to the legal position of the defendants. Grantham, J., 
fter hearing argument, held that the action failed, because the 
defendants were not responsible for the covering up of the fire-plug 
ind the wrong situation of the plate indicator was not the real cause 
of the injury complained of. Accordingly judgment was entered for 
the defendants, with costs. The appeal was heard in February, and 
iudgment was reserved 

Vavanan WittiaMs, L.J., in giving judgment, said that the urban 

council had acquired a waterworks undertaking and_supplied 
in their district under local Acts incorporating sections 38 and 39 
Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847. Acting within their statutory 
they had placed a fire-plug in this particular road 
plaintiffs said that section 6 of the Public Health Act 
made it incumbent on an urban authority to denot 
the situation of a fire-plug. If, as in this case, 
incil committed a breach of that statutory duty, than they 
vuilty of a misfeasance, and an action for ‘damages could be 
ned against them, even though they had acted inadvertently 
matter. The jury, therefore, if they were satisfied on the 
ce, — return a verdict against the defendants on that ground, 

il he thought that judgment in accordance with the findings of the 
ury sh wuld hor » been entered for the piaintiffs in this case. 

Farwett, L.J., in concurring, said that the breach of a duty created 
for the benefit of an individual or a class was a tortious act, and an 


act done which, apart from the statute, might be innocent, became by 
reason of the enactment actionable. 


Kennepy, L.J., also agreed that the defendants, in failing to indicate 
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truly the position of the fire-plug, were guilty of a breach of statutory | 
duty, for which they were lable in damages. Appeal allowed with 
costs ; stay pending an appeal to the House of Lords refused.—Coun 
wm, Waugh, K.C., and Richard Watson, for the plaintiffs ; Tindal 
Atkinson, K.C,, and Scholefield, for the defendants. SoLiciTors, 

Young & Co., for F. W. Butterfield, Keighley ; Church, Prior, & | 

Adams, for A. Platta, Solicitor to the Council, Bingley. | 

[Reported by Ensxine Reip, Barrister-at-Law.] | 

| 


WATKINS v. NAVAL COLLIERY CO, (1897) (LIM.). No. 1. 
7th, 8th, and 9th Feb. ; 11th March, 


MasteR AND SERVANT—Mine OWNER—MANAGERS OR AGENTS 
MACHINERY FIT FOR THE PuRPOSE—NEGLIGENCE ON PART OF THEIR 
Servants—Coat Mines Reevuration Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 58), 

ss. 20, 49, 50, 51, 65. 


The plaintiffs, the widow and children of a ‘deceased collier, sued 
the defendant company, claiming damages jor his death under Lord 
Campbell's Act. The jury found that the accident which caused the 
death of the collier was due to the negligence of the mine manager, 
whose duty it was to see that the machinery by u hich the men were 
taken up and down the mine was safe for that purpose, that there had 
been no negligence on the part of the company, who had taken all 
reasonable care to appoint a manager qualified to undertake this respon 
sibility; and that the machinery was fit for the purpose it was to be 
used for when put up by the company. 

Held, re versing the decision of Pickford, ; 
the plaintiffs, upon the findings of the jury, that under section 20 of 
the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1887, the Company could delegate to 
managers and agents certain parts of the working of the mine for which 
they became responsible under the ge neral rules in Part Il. of the 
Act and the regulations made in accordance with the provisions of 
the Act, amd that as the-negligence which caused the accident here was 
not the negligence of the company but of the manager, the company 
were entitled to judgment. 

Appeal allowed and verdict and judgment for plaintiffs set aside. 

This was an appeal by the company in a test action from a verdict 
and judgment entered for the plaintiff at the trial before Pickford, J., 
and a special jury at Cardiff Assizes. The question was whether 
or no the colliery company was exempt from liability for the negligence 
of their servants under the provisions of the Mines Regulation Act, 
1887. The plaintiffs were the widow and children of a collier who met 
with a fatal accident while at work for the defendants at the Ely Col 
liery, Dinas, Glamorganshire, on the 29th of August, 1909. He was one 
of twenty-six men who were being lowered into the pit in a cage worked 
by a steel hawser, when what is known as the spanner bar broke, in 
consequence of which the reversing gear failed to act, and the brake 
also becoming inoperative, the descending cage fell to the bottom, a 
distance of some thirty-two yards. An ascending cage also fell down 
the pit on the top of the other cage, seven men being killed and a 
number of others seriously injured. The widow claimed damages on 
behalf of herself and six children under Lord Campbell’s Act. The 
jury had some fifteen questions left them to answer, many or most 
of which were sub-divided. The result of their verdict was generally 
to the effect that the cage was inadequate for more than twenty men— 
in short, that there had been overcrowding ; that the spanner bar was 
not perfect on the day of the accident; that the mines manager 
and the mechanic responsible for the safe working of the engine were 
negligent, but that there had been no negligence on the part of the 
company. Upon these findings it was contended by the company that 
the doctrine of common employment applied and that the action against 
the company, based as it was on negligence, should be dismissed. Pick 
ford, J., however, decided against that contention, and entered judg 
ment for the widow for £500, which was a sum agreed upon, 

Tue Court reserved judgment. 

Vauvenan Wriuiams, L.J., in giving his judgment, said that, in his 
opinion, the Act of Parliament did not put an absolute obligation upon 
the mine owners which rendered them liable in every case where injury 
was caused to a workman by the negligence or default of some person 
who was their servant. Here the evidence was that the company had 
taken all reasonable care to appoint a competent manager, and that 
manager was the person who was responsible for the working of the 
mine. It was, moreover, clear that the company had supplied proper 
machinery and that the machinery had become defective from the 
negligence of the company’s servants. Consequently, in his lordship’s 
opinion, the company here were exempted from liability. It followed 
that the verdict for £500 entered at the trial in favour of the widow 
would be set aside and judgment instead entered for the company with | 
costs there and below. 

Farwett and Kennepy, L.JJ., gave judgments to the like effect 
The appeal of the company was therefore allowed with costs. [It was 
intimated that an application would be made on behalf of the plaintiffs 


1906. | 


for compensation under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, }— | 
| 
} 


given in favour of 








Counset. B. Francis Williams, K.C., C. A. Russell, K.C., and Trevor 
Lewis, for the company ; Abel Thomas, K.C., John Sankey, K.C., and 
A Parsons, for the plaintiffs. Sotrcrrors, Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, for 
C. & W. Kenshole, Aberdare; Smith, Rundell, & Dods, for Morgan, 
Bence, Nicholas, & James, Pontypridd. 

[Reported by Exsxine Retp, Barrister at-Law.] 





Act, 1882, and the Electric Lighting (Clause 8) Act, 1899, to ** lay down 


| the two standards on the land conveyed by the conveyance of 1898. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
ANDREWS v. ABERTILLERY URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. 
Wanington, J. 3rd March. 

Loca, AuTtHorIry—Streets—Statutory Power to “ Lay Down Surr- 
ABLE MAINs 1 HROUGHOUT * «a Srreet—StTanpDarps ror OVERHEAD 
Wires I'RESPASS NUISANCE—MANDATORY INJUNCTION—ELECTRIC 
LIGHTING Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 56)—Execrric Licutine 
(CLauses Act, 1899 (62 & 63 Vict. c. 19), s. 21—Lanps Cravses Con- 
SOLIDATION Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 18), s. 68. 

An urban district council, being empowered by the Electric Lighting 








suitable mains throughout” certain streets for the purpose of supplying 
electri ity, and having obtained the sanction of the Board of Tri ide to 
a system f overhead mains, erected standards to carry the wires ina 
certain street Two standards were erected im land, the “ surface ”’ of 
which had heen conveyed by the plaintiff to the defendants to be used 
as a highway; a third in land which. though not vested in the 
defendants, but belong ng to the plaintiff, had in fact hecome part of 
the highway. The plaintiff sought a mandatory injunction for the 
removal of the standards on the qround of trespass and nuisance. 

Hleld, a regards the two sta idards, that by virtue of the conve yance 
the land was vested in the defendants (with reservation of the minerals 
to the plaintiff); as regards the third, that the defendants were 
empowe red so to erect it, by section 21 of the Act of 1899. 

Escott v Mayor, &ec., of Newport (1904, 2 K. B. 369) followed. 


In this action the plaintiff sought to compel the defendants to remove 
certain standards set up by them in the Crumlin-road, Abertillery, 
for the purpose of carrying mains for the distribution of electrical 
energy for illumination. The plaintiff was the owner, and until sub 
sequent to the erection of the standards, the occupier of the Royal Oak 
Hotel, Abertillery, and the owner of certain houses on either side of 
the hotel facing the Crumlin-road. These houses and the hotel had 
been built by the plaintiff’s father and predecessor in title some few feet 
back from what was then the parish road. In 1898 the defendants, 
desiring to widen the road, negotiated with the plaintiff, who conveyed 
to them the “ surface’’ of the two strips of land in front of the houses 
on either side of the hotel, but not the piece of land exactly in front 
of the hotel itself. This piece of land was paved, and used as part 
of the highway. In 1901 the defendants obtained a provisional order 
for the supply of electricity for illumination in the district, in pursuance 
of which, in 1906, they obtained from the Board of Trade sanction for 
a system of overhead mains. Accordingly a main was laid in the 
Crumlin-road, one of the streets authorized, and standards erected. 
Two standards were erected. on the land purchased from the plaintiff 
in 1898, and a third on the pavement in front of the Royal Oak Hotel. 
The plaintiff alleged that the erection of these was a trespass, and 
that they constituted a nuisance. 




































Warrincton, J., after reviewing the facts, continued : First, as to 






That purported to convey the ‘‘ surface”’ of the land, and I must take 
it that the word is used in its popular sense—that is, to distinguish 
the land from the minerals under it. The conveyance, therefore, in 
effect conveyed the land, with reservation of minerals; the pavement, 
therefore, of that part of the land has become vested in the defendants, 
and they were within their rights in erecting the standards thereon. 
Che only question to be decided is whether they had the right to erect 
the third standard. The pavement in front of the hotel was never 
acquired by the defendants; it has bee n dedicated to the publi by the 
plaintiff, or his father, and is used as part of the highway, but has 
not become repairable by the public at large. It has bee n suggested 
that it has been added to the old highway, and so become part of the 
highway by accretion Chat is disposed of by the decision of the court 
in Prop rty Bx hange Limited) x VW andsworth Board if Works (1902 
2K. B. 61). The third standard is erected, therefore, in land not vest d 
in the defendants, but which is clearly part of the street. The powels 
under which the defendants acted were those conferred upon them by 
the Electric Lighting Act, 1882, and the Electric Lighti 

Act, 1899. The material sections of the former are 10, 13. and 17 
The local authority is thereby empowered to break up streets 
not repairable by the public, with the consent of the persons by 
whom the street is repairable. Here this portion of the street is not 
repairable by the plaintiff, so his consent was not necessary. With this 
Act is incorporated the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845. Of the 
Act. of 1899 the material sections are 4, 10a, 104, 12, and 21. This last 


section directs the undertakers to lay the main in the particular streets 
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designated in the order. It ould be absurd to place on them the 
obligation of laying the main, and yet make it impossible for them to 
make use of bits of the street which happened not to be vested in 
them. They are empowered to do such things as are incidental to 
the laving of mains ‘* throughout the street or any part of it If they 
In) iriously affect private property they may be liable for omm nsation 
inder the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act. Further, this case is 






covered by the case of Hecott v. Mayor, &c., of Newport (1904, 
2 K. B. 369). which turned on a local Act, wherein the operative words 
were elightly different, but in effect the same. In that se Lord 
Alverstone, C.J., incorrectly assumed the soil of the pavement to be 
vested in the local authority, but this in fact was not so, as is made 
plain in the judgment of Kennedy, J. The defendants are not 
empowered to commit a nuisance, but I hold no nuisance has been 
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Re CRYSTAL PALACE CO. FOX THE COMPANY. 
Sw 1 Eady Sth March. 
ComPANY—DEBENTURE HOLDER ION RISpDICTION TO Direct 
NaLs COMPANY IN i Li } ‘ I AND INTEREST 


Having re raf f y ¥ ‘ }, . tained 
Act by which tt u j i dies a 
and harter, } 
clase that the 
the court f 
pr 

This was a summons t 
that the undertaking 
might be sold t} 
involved 
of such a chat 
undertaking and 
this description, } ’ ; 
for a sale was made out The company v rictially formed under a 
deed of settlement, dated the 28th of M ay li which provided for 
the purchase and reconstruction on ar ther site of the great Exhibition 
building in Hyde Park, and the formation and maintenance of con 


d that a proper 


. . ' + . ] . ° 
1 has suffered, is | servatories, parks, and museums “for the illustration and 


|} ment of the arts, sciences, and manufactures, and the cultivation 
refined taste among all classes of the community.’’ The deed of settle 
ment lso anticipated the dissolution of the company, and provided for 
the sale of its estate and effects, both real and personal. The deed of 
settlement, was confirmed by a royal charter on the 28th of Ja uary, 
] vhich recited most of the provisions of the deed, and incor 
porated the mpany with the powers thereby conferred. It further 
provided that when the company or partnership should have been dis 
lved in pursuance he deed, the charter should be absolute] 
In 1877 the mp dissolved and reincorporated by an A 
hich the pre | ecite iat s believed that, with th 
rvil Palace to purposes of 
ubseribed for at a 
| willing to create 
uid consent to redemy 
rporated tl company, and 
to continue incorporated follow 
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Crystal Palace, which had at that date 


in the course of his judgment, said that, pu 
f the objection was that the Crystal Palace Co 
class of cases, of which Gardner v. London. 
Railway (L. R. 2 Ch. App. 201) was the leadi: 
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s, it dl been decided, there was no } 
It was said that this was a 
rks company, or other comp 
e rights and interest The 
wound up, and it was 1 
wound up und: 


could, ’ ie debentures 
u lertaking, but 


" on its undertaking 
| y deed « ettiement it was quite manifest th 
company ¥ originally formed for purposes which could be 
into « vithout statutory powers, and that it could be diss 
t utor The charter, following the same lines as 
deed of settlement, contemplated the company carrying on its 
undertaking, and that on its dissolution it might sell or dispose of its 
land. That was the position down to 1877. In that year the com 
* was dissolved and reincorporated by a statute which con 
point of section 29 was not that the company 
nly sell subject to certain charges, but it contemplated the 
y selling all its property, and transferring its whole under 
king. His lordship could find nothing in this or in the subse 
which imposed any obligation or conferred any privi 
the company, so as to m ke it like the class, to which referer 
been made In Marshall v. South Staffordshire Tramways ¢ 
W. R., 469; 1895, 2 Ch. 36), Lindley, L.J., spoke (at p. 50 
particular interest of the public’ in a tramway company. 
particular interest had the public here? There was no obligati 
n. It was not like the case 
tram y company, Vv hich reauired rights in respect of the highway, Nt 


tory uthority. 


ted a sale, and the Pp 
} 


statutes 


the directors to keep the palace open 


like the case of a company for supplying water or gas. The company 
was not one in which the public had any rights or interests, and the 
was one in which, apart from the objection which had been raised, 


se was 
his lordship would have made ; + for sale as a matter of course, 
nd therefore the order must go.—CounseL, for the applicants, 
b K.C., and Vyldesley Jones; for stock-holders support 
th Jvme ) cond debenture stockholders opposing, } 
ell eB ) V/ i“ SOLICTTO! Jansen, Cobb, Pear 
Dale &d- Co 


en, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re SAM ODDY AND Jit THE PUBLIC TRUSTEE ACT. ['arker, | 
3rd and 7th March. 
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ies, directed his trustees to stand possessed ot his 
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annuities to his widow and daughters during the life 

and to ymulate the balance of the income not requiré I 
f the said annuities, and further directed that, upor 

widow, the capital representing his residuary estat« 

iccumulations of income, should be settled upx 

ife (in certain shares), with remainders over to th: 

estator died in 1876, and the widow in 1902. In 190 

of the remaindermen (three children of a daughter then livir 
ked the trustees to render an account, to furnish full particulars ot 
ll dealings in connection with the testator’s estate, and to allow them, 
by their accountant, to have an inspection of the books. To this 
request the trustees were willing to accede upon the persons making 

the request undertaking to pay the costs of the trustees’ accountant 


his will, made in 1875, after giving certain specific an 
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but as they declined to give this undertaking 
allow the inspection to be proceeded with. An application was there 
upon made to the Public Trustee under section 1s of the Public Trustee 
Act, 1906, for an audit of the accounts extending over the whole period 


of the trust, and the Public Trustee, in pursuance of that 
delivered his report 


section of 


the Act, appointed an auditor who, in due course, 
and certificate. The Public Trustee then, under section 13, sub-section 
5, directed that the expenses of the audit should be borne by the 


persons applying for it, and the applicants then took out this summons 
under section 10 of the Act asking for an order that the 
the audit should be paid either by the surviving 
alternatively, out of the On behalf ot the respondents the 
preliminary objection was taken that the Act provided no appeal from 
the decision of the Public Trustee upon this matter, and that section 
10 only had reference to what preceded it. 
taken that if there was an appeal, the Publi: 
been joined as a party. The applicants alleged 
Trustee had given his decision without giving them 
Parker, J.—This is a summons by way of appeal from a 
of the Public Trustee. It is a summons taken out under eection 10, 
subsection 1, of the Public Trustee Act, 1906, and the decision appealed 
against is the decision of the Public Trustee, under section 13, sui 
section 5, directing that the costs of an audit under that eection should 
be paid by the persons applying for it, and not out of the estate. The 
preliminary objection was taken that section 10 applied only to acts, 
omissions or decisions of the Public Trustee under preceding sections, 
and has no application to his decisions under section 13, sub-section 5. 
This, in my opinion, cannot be upheld. Looking through the Act, it is 
clear that the Public Trustee exercises not only administrative, but 
also judicial functions, and, in my opinion, section 10 is intended to 
give an appeal against his decision, at any rate, in cases where he 
exercises a judicial function, rgesting that it may 


though I am not sug 
not apply to all his acts and omissions. Section 10 is exceeding rly 


expenses of 


estate. 


ought to have 
Public 


Trustee 
that the 
a hearing. 


drastic. It enables any trustee or beneficiary to apply for an audit 
of the whole of the accounts of a trust at any lime, the only limita 
tion being that there cannot be an application for another audit within 
one year of a prior audit. There is no limit beyond which the audit 
may not be extended, so that accounts of a trust, thirty or forty yeare 
old, can be applied for unless the court otherwise directs. The on!y 


penalty for improper insistence for accounts is the jurisdiction the 


Public Trustee has to order the applicants to pay the costs of the 
audit. Therefore it is quite clear that in making such an order the 
Public Trustee is exercising a judicial function, and, in my opinion, if 


he does so, an appeal lies under section 10. The next objection is that 
if an appeal does lie, the Public Trustee must be served. I think 
this, also, is untenable; an application under section 10 is, etrictly 
speaking, an appeal from a person exercising a judicial function, and 
it is therefore not in accordance with the ordinary custom or con- 
venient that the Public Trustee should be served, although the court 
may, in any matter of doubt, ask the Public Trustee to state his 
reaeons or to appear. It is further said that the Public Trustee did 
not hear the parties. Whether he did or not, I think it is clear that 
where he is exercising a judicial function he ought to hear the parties 
if they should so desire it. As to the actual nature of the application 
I think the Trustee had ample grounds for making the order he has 
made. I have not, however, heard the whole facts, and therefore can 
not express any positive opinion on this last point. But this is an old 
trust, created in 1876, in which two shares remain, and where a 
remainderman demands an investigation, extending to 1876 (although 
the Public Trustee points out that it would be very costly), he does it 
at his own risk, otherwise the very abuse against which the courts 
were struggling through the last century—viz., the power of anyone to 
demand an inquiry respecting accounts without there being anything 
to confine his right within reasonable bounds—in other words, the 
abuse abolished by the improvement in Chancery procedure would be 
introduced by this section.—Counset, Whitmore Richards 

Tomlin; J. H. Boraston. Soricrrors, A. BE. Bale; Blundell, 
for Gordon, Hunter, & Duncan, Bradford. 


(Reported by F. Briges, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Re DEE ESTATES (LIM.). WRIGHT v. THE COMPANY. 
Swinfen Eady, J. Ist March. 


RETAINER By TRUSTEES- 
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Sovict 


If a solicitor, acting on a retainer from the trustees, does work in 
g 


connection with the preparatu on of a truat deed, he wa entitled to a 
lien on that document for his costs. It makes no difference that the 
deed is not actually drawn by the solicitor, and the lien may be 
enforced against the cestui que trust to the same extent as against the 
trustee. 

This was a summons by the executors of one William Wright 
teeking to vary the taxing master’s certificate made in pursuance of an 


order directing taxation of certain costs. The taxing master certified 


that he had taxed the costs properly payable to Messrs. Priestman, for 
which they had & lien on the documents referred to in a certain 
exhibit, and also the costs and expenses pr incurred by the 
trustees of a certain trust deed dated the 4th of 1896, and 


pe riv 
November, 








trustee personally, or | 


The further objection was | 


decision | 


the trustees refused to | in and about the execution of the trusts of, or otherwise in relation to, 


the said indenture (not included in a previous order) at the sum 


| of £307. Shortly stated, the facts were that, in pursuance of a certain 
arrangement, one William Wright was to receive £70,000 in deben 
| tures of the Dee Estates (Limited). The debentures were to be 


secured by a trust deed, under which the said William Wright would 
be sole cestui que trust. The costs in question were the costs in con 
nection with work done in and about the preparation and execution of 
this deed of trust, and the investigation of the title to the property to 
be comprised in it. The solicitors who had done the work claimed a 
lien on the trust deed, and on certain other deeds which subsequently 
came into their possession in connection with the same transaction. 
This claim was disputed by the executors of the said William Wright, 
who was sole cestut que trust under the trust deed, and also one of the 
trustees. It was at first proposed that Sir Clarence Smith should be 
trustee of the trust deed jointly with the said William Wright; and 
Priestman, 


they, as Mr. Priestman alleged, retained his firm, Messrs. 

in connection with the matter, and he accordingly investigated the 
title, and considered the form of the deed which was submitted to 
counsel and ultimately approved. After that deed had been approved 
and engrossed, there was a change in the proposed trustees, a 
Mr. Ayre being substituted for Sir Clarence Smith, and the new 
trustees then jointly retained Messrs. Priestman to act for them as 
such trustees. Ultimately, on the 4th of November, 1908, the trust 
deed was executed. 

Swinren Eapy, J., in the course of his judgment, said that it was 
quite clear that there was an ordinary retaimer of Messrs. Priestman 
by the two proposed trustees, and under such retainer they were per 

nally liable to the solicitor for his costs. It was a fact to be noted 
in this case that the solicitors were acting as solicitors for the trustees 
of thé deed alone; they were not solicitors for anyone else, the 

licitors for the company being a different firm. So that they were re 


tuined to do work in and about the preparation and ¢Xecution of this deed 
o the prope rty to be comprised in it, and 


of trust, investigating the title t 
ro forth, and nothing turned upon whether the deed was actually 
drawn by them or not, or upon quantum. The result was that on the 


retainer by William Wright jointly with one other person the solicitors 


cted for the persons who ultimately became trustees, and they in 
curred these costs, which had never been paid. In his lordship’s 
opinion, primd facie they had a lien on the trust deed. Nothing 
turned on the subsequent deeds, but the lien of the solicitors was a 


and not confined to deeds which they had prepared. In 


pene ral lic Nn, 
| his lordship’s opinion the trustees could not have obtained the trust 
deed from the solicitor without paying his costs, and he saw no 
ground on which the cestui que trust could so obtain it, and none the 
less so because the cestui que trust was also one of the trustees 
Several authorities had been cited, but none in which a :olicitor acting 
on the instructions and retainer of one party only, that that client 


| the soli 


could obtain the deeds without paying the lawyer’s bill. Ze Snell (25 
where the solicitor was acting for 


W. R. 823, 6 Ch. D. 105) was a case 
the mortgagee and the mortgagor, and the judgment was that, as 
solicitor acting for the mortgagee as well as the mortgagor, he was 


bound to see that his client got a proper security, an essential element 
of which is possession of the title deeds. That was a very different 
It had been urged in this case that the solicitors ought not 


matter. 

to have a lien as it was their duty to see that their costs were 
paid, not by the trustees, but by someone else. How could they fulfil 
such a duty? They were retained only by the trustees. It was said 
that the prospectus stated that the costs would be borne by the vendor. 
Even if the vendor was liable, how could the solicitor make him pay ’” 
The solicitor had no contract with him. He could not sue him, and it 
was not even like the case of a solicitor acting for mortgagor and 
mortgagee, where the money passed through his hands, and could 
pe ane ‘be stopped. It was urged that there was no difference be 
tween the case where a solicitor acted for the mortgagor and mort 


Snell if was said that if a solicitor 
had a bill of calle against his mortgagor client, he, by acting for both 
parties, loses his lien upon the deeds, and holds them for his mort 
gagee client, and in e Mason and Taylor (27 W. R. 311, 10 Ch. D. 
29) that was the whole point of the judgment. In that the 
Vice-Chancellor came to the conclusion that there were no costs fo 
which the trustees were under any liability. The opposite was tru 
in the present case. Le Llewellin (89 W. R. 713; 1891, 3 Ch. 145 
was a case in which the mortgagee had been paid everything due. 
The decision in Re Lawrence, Bowker v. Austin (1894, 1 Ch. 
556) gain only that a solicitor who had prepared a marriage 
settlement on the instructions of the husband had no lien on it as 
against the trustees; if the trustees had been personally liable for any 
they would have been provided for. It was also clear that if 
itor had a lien as against the trustees, the cestui que trust 
could not obtain the deed without payment being made. The cestui 
que trust had no higher right than his trustee, and a succeeding trustee 


gagee and the present, but in 2 


case 


was 


was in no better position than a prior trustee. Z'urner v. Letts (20 
Jeav. 185), as decided by the Lords Justices (7 De G. Mac. & G. 248), 
was an authority to the same effect. In his lordship’s opinion, there- 
fore, the cestui que trust was only entitled subject to the lien of the 
| solicitor, and the summons must be dismissed with costs.—CounsgEL, 
| for the summons, Micklem, K.C., and Borthwick; for the respondents, 
| Frank Russell, K.C., and Percy Wheeler. Soticirors, Hidsdale & 
Son, for Freeth, Rawson, & Cartwright, Nottingham; Steavenson & 
Couldwell. for 7’. & A. Priestman, Hull. 
[Reported by Pracr T. Canpen, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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Div. Court. th and 10th March. 


3TS—-DELIVERY OF —EXPIRATION OF ONE MONTH 
Broucnr ror Fres—‘‘ Sent spy tHe Post ’’—Com- 
Soricirors Acr, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. c. 73), s. 37. 
Under section 37 of the Solicitors Act, 1843, which directs that no 
solicitor shall « mence an action for the recovery of his fees for 
business done by him until the ¢ rpiration of one month after he shall 
have delivered bul of coatato the party to he charged, the month 
19 to be el r cal dar m nth, reckoned exclusively 
which the di ered and the action b ought 
Where ‘ / t by the post to the person to be 
fime will run e day when the bill would be 
rdinary ¢ ‘ poat The month will he 
thet day and da n which the action i 


BROWNE v. BLACK. 
SoLicitors—Biut or Ce 
Arter— ACTION 
PUTATION OF ‘TIM! 


of the days on 


charged, 
delivered in 
reckoned ez lusively of 
bre ught 

Appeal ii ck n of the Common 
City of Lom ourt in action brought by Mr. J. W 
solicitor sinst ent, Mr. Black, to recover the amount of a bill of 
raised the that no signed bill of 
costs had been delivered to him before the action was 


Perjeant, sitting t the 


defence 
month 
commenced rsu to the provisions of sec 
Act, 1943 (6 § it c. 73 
yp sted the ts 
that in the ordinary urse Of post this would not have reached the 
defendant be ( wuary 16th. The plaintiff commenced hie action 
on Ma l these facts the Common Serjeant, relying mainly 
on the cas v. Heslop (1838, 8 A. & E ‘ 
def: ‘ r ind that the plaintiff had brought his action before 
} month from the delivery of the bill From this 
tiff appealed. By section 37 of the Solicitors Act, 
73): ** No attorney or solicitor shall 
t suit for the recovery of any fees 
until the 
uch attorne w solicitor shall 
be charged therewith, or sent by 
house, office of business, 
place ) de i bill of such fees,”’ 
} ‘ tw 
ith 


of coste I} 


ommence © ! " ny action o1 
: by such attorney or solicitor 
exXpirat 
have { J t 
the po oO ° é é his « sunting 
wel 
i 
till 
thu pillar 
in com 


day ut 


thi otic te ufficient It 
lw prt ito the " { » the 15th of February 
t brought his actic 1 the 16th of March. It has 
plaintiff that in these 
title the plaintiff to bring 
involved in the | 

( 4 oO must refer to section 37 of the Solicitors Act, 
1843 whicl ovide that a bill should be delivered by the solicitor 
to the per ed, and then states that no action shall be brought 
by the ‘‘shall have delivered unto the party to be 
charged sent by the post to, or left for him at his 
counting office of dwelling-house, or last known 
place of abo t bill of ‘duly signed. It will be seen that 
the section offe native methods in which the requirement may 
be carries iding that the bill may be delivered to the party 

eent b t} ost t or left for him at the places specified. That 
ould no e actu lelivery, but something equivalent to it One 
of the ending by the post to the party to be 
heen decided that it is sufficient to put the bill 
t need not be proved that it has been actually 
delivered 7 it is shown, I think, from the case of Dunn v. Hales 
ve think it necessarily follows from the report of that 
se that here the method of delivery of the bill adopted is that of 
the post, i © be understood there should be an attempt to effect 
delivery at such a time that there shall be a month clear before the 
action is brought Therefore the decisions to the effect that putting 
the bill in the post is a sufficient compliance with the requiremente 
of the Act mean that it is so when there is time for a month to elapse 
before the action is brought after the time when the bill would be 
delivered in ordinary course by the post, during which month the person 
to be sued shall be in possessionof the bill. That is, I think, what the « 
mean, and so the first point made by counsel for the plaintiff is not a good 
one He does establish that itis a good compliance with the Act to put 
the bill into the post, but he does not establish that itis delivered to 
whom it is to be sent when it is put into the post 
assumed that the person to be charged has 
; thirty-six before 
y 1 here 
down such a proposition. which 
1ethod of sending the bill 
calculated is 
that upon which it mu be presumed according to the ordinarv 
of post t have been delivered If a letter were 
15th of the month } t " in thi t It 
rwh in the ordina ourse of post 
L6th is the date from which the 
Now, that being o, has there 


he learned counsel for the 
sufficient time elapsed to et 


think that is so Iwo points are 


business, 


such fees 


charged 
in the post I hat 


upra): 





afer 


the person to 
or that must be 
received twel twenty-four, or perhaps hours 


in point of fact he ets 1 or in ordinar\ uree would cet it 
is nothing in the ise ) ke us lay 


to be un onable If the 


» from which the time must be 


seems to me to 
hy post 1 ad pted, the 
course 
posted late on the 
would not be delivered 
until the 16th. and 
ounting must begin, and 


in the ame 
therefore the 


577), held that the | 





not the 15th in the present case been 


ya } 
Browne, a | 


tion 37 of the Solicitors | 
It appeared that the plaintiff had | 
late in the day on February 15th, and | 


the expiration of one month after the bill was sent by post before 
this action was commenced? It has been argued that there has 
because it is said that you must count the day at one end of the 
period and not the day at the other, and that that is the universal 
rule in the computation of time. I doubt if that is so, and, in fact, 
the example quoted by my brother Channell in the case of Rex ¥. 
Turner (1910, 1 K. B. 159) shows the contrary. If the statutory pro 
vision is that eight or ten days’ notice is to be given, | think the 
general rule would apply that you must count one of the termini and 
not the other; but if the enactment is that a certain space of time 
is to elapse between the occurrence of two events, as in this case, then 
both the termini must be included. If, for instance, the provision js 
that the second event is not to happen until after the expiration of 
one month from the first event, then the case is the same as if the 
enactment was that there is to be twenty-eight clear days between the two 
events, the month being a lunar month. For that the case of Blunt y, 
Heslop (1838, 8 A. & E. 577) is an authority, although that case was 
decided under another Act of Parliament which dealt with a lunar and 
not a calendar month. In that case the enactment was that no 
action could be brought until the expiration of twenty-eight days ; that 
is to say, one lunar month, and it was held that the month must be 
reckoned exclusively of the days on which the bill was delivered and 
the action brought. Applying that to this case where the month was 
February, consisting of twenty-eight days, it is clear that the plaintiff 
commenced his action one day too soon. Although the words in the 
older enactment are not the same, the two cases are very similar, 
because in both provisions it is stated that a month must expire 
before a certain thing happens. In such an enactment, I think the proper 
conclusion is that the number of days specified are to be clear days 
This is in accordance with the decision in Rex v. Turner (supra). 
In that case my brother Channell said: ‘“‘ In that case of Chambers v. 
Smith (1843, 12 M. & W. 2) the court in the first instance came to 
the conclusion that they came within what I think I may say is the 
ordinary rule, namely, that when you have got a number of days 
epecified, they are to be reckoned exclusive of one of the days and 
inclusive of the other unless the days are expressed to be clear days. 
[ think that is the real rule, but the difficulty in all the cases is to 
see whether the words of the particular statute which you have got 
you do mean clear days. In the case of Chambers Smith 
instance thought that the words 











before 
the court, after having in the first 

not being less than fifteen days’ were to be construed in_ the 
ordinary way, one inclusive and the other exclusive, on rece 
ame to the: conclusion that they were to be construed in thi 
way, that ‘not being less’ meant ‘clear days.’ That being the 
statute upon which the words are nearest to the present on 

ection 10 of the Prevention of Crime Act, 1908) we come to the con 
clusion that in the statute ‘not less than seven days” means seven 
clear days.”’ In my opinion, when an Act of Parliament says that 
something is not to happen until after the expiration of one calendar 
month. it means the eame as if there had been a certain number of 
clear days mentioned in the Act. The notice therefore given by the 
plaintiff to the defendant was one day too late, or the action wa 
brought one day too soon, and therefore the decision of the court 
below must be affirmed. 

CHannett, J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counset, for 
the plaintiff, J. A. Foote, K.C., and H. Sturges; for the defendant, 
Lewis Thomas, K.C., and A. Neilson; Souicrrors, Woodthorpe Brown 
& Co.; Robert Greening. 


msidera 


tion 


[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Societies. 


The Law Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held at the Law 
Society’s Hall on Thursday, the 2nd March, 1911, Mr. F. W. Emery 
in the chair. The other directors present were :—Mr. E. T. H. 
Brandon, Mr. P. W. Chandler, Mr. T. H. Gardiner, Mr. A. Toovey, 
Mr. Mark Waters, and the secretary, Mr. E. E. Barron. The sum of 
£30 was voted in relief of necessitous cases and other general business 


was transacted. 


London Solicitors’ Golfing Society. 


At the annual general meeting of the London Solicitors’ Golfing 


held on the 8th instant at the Law Society’s Hall, 5r 
Riddell was elected president for the ensuing year; Mr 
James Hall was elected captain; Mr. T. C. Fenwick was re elected 
hon. sec. and treasurer; and Messrs. T. Rothwell Haslam and H. 
Robson Sadler were elected to the committee in the places of Messrs 
M. Copland and T. Markby, who retired by rotation. 

[It was announced that a match against the Press Golfing 5 
had already been arranged, and the other usual matches are in course 
of arrangement. 4 : 

Prizes have been presented by Sir George A. Riddell for the match 
play tournament, by Mri Albert Gibson for the summer meeting, and 
by Mr. T. Rothwell Haslam for members with handicaps between 11 
and 18 holes inclusive at the same meeting. 


society, 
Creorge A. 
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Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Stupents’ Desatine Sociery.—March 14.—Chairman Mr. G. E. 
Shrimpton.—The subject for debate was :‘‘That this House is of opinion 
that the Government should not ratify the Declaration of London.’’ Mr. 
Hands opened in the affirmative; Mr. Willis opened in the negative. 
The following members continued the debate :—Messrs. W. S. Jones, 
Parry, Wates, T. B. Jones, Coe, Vere Bass, Burgis, Meyer, and 
Longbourne. The motion was carried by two votes. 


BirmincHaM Law Srupents’ Socrery.—March 14.—Mr. Charles 
Ekin in the chair.—The following moot point was then debated : ‘‘ The 
‘x’ Company (Limited), desiring to adopt a new set of articles, gave 
notice calling a general meeting of shareholders for that purpose. 
Such new articles contained (infer alia) a provision allowing payment 
to the directors of their travelling expenses, not to exceed £180 per 
annum, in addition to their ordinary remuneration. The notice conven- 
ing such meeting specified the terms of the special resolution adopting 
the new set of articles, but did not state the details of the alterations 
involved. The resolution was duly passed, and subsequently Jones, a 
shareholder in the company, who was not present at the meeting, 
wishes to have the new articles set aside. Can he succeed?” Mr. A. 
Upton opened in the affirmative, and was supported by Messrs. J. B. 
Hargreave, W. H. Bowman, D. A. Parry, B. B. Davis, T. H. Ekins, H. 
Cooke, D. E. Ward, G. H. Willcox, and P. M. Kerwood; Mr. R. B. 
Blaker opened in the negative, and was supported by Messrs. D. M. 
Wood, E. C. G. Clarke, A. J. Hatwell, W. J. Blackham, T. L. 
Bayley, and J. D. Evans. After the omen had replied, the chair- 
man summed up, and on the question being put to the meeting the 
voting resulted : For the affirmative, 9; for the negative, 11. A 
hearty vote of thanks to the chairman for presiding concluded the 


proceedings. 








Companies. 


British Law Fire Insurance Co. (Limited). 


The annual general meeting of the shareholders was held on the 
10th inst., at the Cannon-street Hotel, London, Mr. M. F. Monier- 
Williams (the chairman) presiding. 

The secretary (Mr. T. Williams) having read the notice convening 
the meeting and the report of the auditors, 

The Chairman, after announcing that on the retirement of Mr. Cutler, 
the general manager and secretary, Mr. D. M. Linley had been appointed 
general manager and Mr. T. Williams secretary, said that, if at the 
meeting in the previous year he had ventured to prophesy as to how 
the accounts for the year ending 31st December last would work out, 
he would have said that the directors had good reason to hope for a 
satisfactory result, notwithstanding the various disturbing influences, 
namely, the stagnation in the building trade, the difficulties of dealing 
with land and house property, the annually increasing competition for 
insurance business, the low rates for certain classes of insurance, the 
ever-increasing land taxation, and the general political unrest. They 
had, in fact, despite the continuance of the adverse influences, done 
better during the past year than the board had dared to hope. They 
proposed to declare the same dividend as last year, namely, 17} per 
cent., but in addition they proposed to pay a bonus of 24 per cent., 
both less income-tax, the excellent results of the year justifying that 
distribution. Their progress during the past year had n good and 
steady. The gross premium income from all sources for the year was 
£131,721, showing an increase on the corresponding figure for the pre- 
vious year of £6,427. The net premium income was £111,242, an 
increase of £5,726. During the past year their business had been 
thoroughly overhauled and revised, and they had been able to secure 
and retain a larger balance of desirable and non-hazardous business than 
hitherto. The net fire premium income was £100,022, as compared 
with £96,425, that figure for the first time exceeding £100,000. As 
regarded their resources, the company was, in proportion to its lia- 
bilities, one of the wealthiest of British offices. The fire loss ratio was 
only 28.4 per cent. The balance on the first insurance trading was 
£22,220, which was highly satisfactory. The results of their other 
branches, including employers’ liability, were also satisfactory. For 
the first time they were paying the dividend less income-tax, which 
they proposed ‘to do for the future. In conclusion, the Chairman 
moved the adoption of the report and accounts. 

Mr. Holroyd Chaplin seconded the motion, which was carried 
unanimously. 

The usual formal business having been transacted, a special resolution 
on passed authorising the directors to undertake plate-glass insurance 
usiness. 


Legal Insurance Co. (Limited). 


The third annual general meeting of this company was held on 
Tuesday at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane. The chairman 
(Mr. J. Field Beale) stated that during the year 1910 they accepted 
gross premiums amounting to £174,422. This figure was a substantial 
on the amount of premiums accepted in 1909, and the increase 








had been steady and progressive throughout the year and extended to 
all the departments. The largest business was in the fire department, 
but the business in the loss of profits and accident departments was 
also substantial. The company undertook the insurance of the liability 
of employers under the Workmen's Compensation Acts, but only to 
a comparatively small extent, and the risks of this class were very 
carefully selected. The re-insurance premiums amounted to £59,091. 
The losses paid and outstanding amounted to £42,450, or 36.8 per cent. 
of the net premium income. The commission and expenses of manage- 
ment amounted to £55,377, or 48.0 per cent. of the net premium 
income. This was a large sum and the percentage was high, but 
all the items of expense had been carefully considered and deliberately 
incurred by the Board as being in the best interests of the company. 
The result of the year’s trading was that they were able to carry forward 
a balance of £47,736 to next year’s account, subject to such sum as 
might be voted for directors’ fees. This figure had to provide for 
unexpired risks. The directors could have paid a dividend with per- 
fect propriety, but they had come to the conclusion that it was in the 
best interests of the company to postpone the question of dividend for 
one more year, and so leave the reserve and financial position as strong 
as possible. The income was steadily increasing, and there was every 
reason to expect that next year the directors would be able to recom- 
mend a distribution. The report was unanimously adopted. 








Obituary. 
Mr. Binns Smith. 


On Tuesday last, the 14th of March, there passed away, after a long 
illness, one who for many years occupied the position of Chief Clerk 
in the Chancery Chambers, and in latter years, until he retired, was 
known as Master Binns Smith. For close on thirty-three years he had 
been a popular and well-known figure on the ‘‘ Chancery side,’’ and 
throughout the whole of his public career maintained the respect of the 
profession and the friendship of a large circle of friends. He was born 
in 1837, and in due time became a solicitor and practised for some years 
with a brother in Lincoln’s Inn Fields. His appointment to a Chief 
Clerkship in the chambers of V.C. Hall was made in the year 1874, 
when the practice was in course of being adapted to meet the changes 
introduced by the Judicature Act of 1873 and before Chambers were 
brought under one roof in the present Royal Courts of Justice, in 
the strenuous days when a busy Chancery practitioner was often 
puzzled to know how to cope with his day’s work. He married in 
1882 Rosalie Alice Romer, the surviving daughter of the late Mr. 
Thomas Romer, of Kensington, and sister to the present Master Romer. 
He leaves his widow surviving him, but there were no children of the 
marriage. Mr. Binns Smith was well known to both branches of the 
profeseion, and more especially to those solicitors and their managing 
clerks whose work took them frequently into the Chancery Chambers. 
It was always a pleasure to attend an appointment before the genial 
Master, who could be relied upon to listen carefully to the arguments 
on both sides, and to take a broad-minded view of the question under 
consideration. Geniality in his case was part of his nature—it never 
forsook him, and it made it difficult for him at any time to say a 
harsh thing, or to refuse to help where help was needed. In many 
ways he belonged to what one might fittingly term the old school, and 
he ‘possessed many of the breesy and vigorous characteristics of the best 
type of Briton. 








Legal News. 
Appointments. 


Mr. Anprew Stewart Anverson, of the firm of Mesers. Ryley, 
Alcock, & Anderson, solicitors, 19, Sweeting-street, Liverpool, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 

Mr. F. C. E. Jessopr, solicitor, of Waltham Abbey, has been ap 
pointed Clerk to the Cheshunt Justices. 


—_——_—— 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolution. 


Cuartes D’Oyty Cooper and Epwarp Dantet Barnes, solicitors 
(Cooper & Co.), 54, Gresham-street, London, E.C. Feb. 28. The said 


Charles D’Oyly Cooper will continue to carry on business at 54, 


Gresham-street aforesaid, under the style of Cooper & Co. 
[Gazette, March 10. 





General. 


The Perjury Bill passed through Committee in the House of Lor Is 
on Tuesday, with a single amendment, moved by Lord Alverstone. 

We learn from the Law Society’s Gazette that the Council of tne 
Law Society have resolved that the Trustees’ Bill, Tithe Bill, Special 
Land Tenures Bill, and Married Women’s Property Bill be re-intro- 
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duced in the House of Commons; and that, in yiew of the reference to 
the following Bills in the report of the Land Transfer Commission, the 
Lord Chancellor be requested to introduce the Conveyancing and Settled 
Land Bills in the House of Lords. A 


Cabinets come and Cabinets 
legal element in them has a brook-like vitality. Mr. Asquith’s Cabinet 
contains seven lawyers—six members of the bar and one solicitor. In 
the new French Cabinet the legal element is even larger. M. Monis 
(Premier), M. Cruppi (Affaires étrangéres), M. Perrier (Juatic>), M. 
Paul-Boncour (Travail), M. Jules Pams (Agriculture), M. Dumont 
(Travaux publics, postes et télégraphes), M. Massé (Commerce', and 
M. Jules Steeg (Instruction publique et beaux-arts) are all i.cinbers 
of the legal profession It will be observed that in France neither the 
Navy nor the Army is entrusted to a lawyer. 


In the House of Commons, on Tuesday, Captain Clay asked the 
Secretary to the Treasury what was the number of valuers’ assistants 
at present employed on the land valuation; what was the total cost to 
date of the valuations; and what was the total income received from 
the various duties. Mr. Illingworth said: The number of valuers 
assietants employed in the Valuation Department is 404 (not including 
472 clerks). Up to the 28th ult. the cost of the valuations, including 
those made for death duty purposes and for annual licence value pur 
poses, under section 44 (2) of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, is 
£129,942. As regards the third part of the question, I beg to refer 
the hon. member to the reply to the hon. member for the Chelmsford 
Division of Firex on the 8th ult. 


Sir William Rann Kennedy was, says the Evening Standard, sixty 
five years old on the 11th inst. He has been a Lord Justice of Appeal 
since 1907, in which year he was also sworn of the Privy Council. At 
Eton he showed promise that was fulfilled at King’s College, Cambridge 
where he gained the Bell and Craven sch larship, twice carried off the 
Browne medal, as well as the Powis medal, and graduated as senior 
classic. Called to the bar forty years ago, he joined the Northern 
Circuit, and fourteen years later took silk. Sir William has the 
reputation of being the finest classical scholar on the bench, to which 
he was first appointed as a judge of the High Court in 1892, being 
then created a Knight Bachelor. In 1874 he married a daughter of 
the late George Richmond, R.A 


a 


Inner Temple,"’ writing to the Times, under date the 6th of March, 
on the Warned List of Jury Cares which we discussed, ante, p 
214), says: “‘ The Warned List of Friday last, having specified ten 
special jury cases as likely to be heard during the three days ending 
the 7th of March, a ¢pecial notice appeared on Saturday to the effec: 
that no special jury cases would be taken to-day. To fulfil, therefore 
the official expectation, thece ten cases, in addition to any part-heard 
Experience scarcely warrant 
To-day there is published a further Warned 
List of twenty special jury and ¢ixteen common jury cases, or thirty 
six in all, which it is stated are ‘likely to be heard during the three 
days ending the 8th of March.’ As none of these cases appears in 
to-day’s List, and the 8th of March is Wednesday, the expectation 
apparently is that these thirty-six jury cases will be disposed of during 
the two next days—Tuesday and Wednesday Again I venture to ques 
tion the practical use of such announcements. To-morrow’s List is 
just out, and contains the names of seven special jury caces, in addi 
tion to one part heard. Not one of these cases appears in the Warned 
List of ten cases published on Friday as likely to be heard during the 
three days ending to and not one of these warned ten casve 
has appeared or appears in to-morrow’s List.”’ 

In the House of Commons, on the 9th inst... Mr. Butcher asked the 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs whether he was aware that the 
robate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division of the High Court of 
Justice, sitting as a prize court, has jurisdiction throughout the whole 
of His Majesty's dominions and has power to enforce its orders against 
our fellow-subjects within its jurisdiction; whether he was aware 
that there is a large number of decisions of the prize courts of this 
country in which the law of nations on particular po'nts has been 
declared and applied by those 
enforced 
declared, 


case, must be disposed of to-morrow. 
such an expectation 


morrow, 


courts, and orders have been made and 
igainst our fellow-subjects in accordance with the law so 
and that the law of nations so declared by our prize courts 
constitutes the unwritten law to which our prize courts 
are bound to conform in giving their decisions, unless and until an 
alteration hag been made therein in such a manner as to become binding 
on our fellow-subjects; whether an alteration in that unwritten law 
can be made binding upon and enforced against our fellow subjects 
by a Tgeaty or Convention made in the exercise of the Royal pre 
rogative without the authority of Parliament; and, if the answer to the 
last question be in the affirmative, whether, in view of modern con 
stitutional usage, it is intended to make alterations in such unwritten 
law which may injuriously affect our fellow-subjects without the 
authority of Parliament. Sir E. Grey said the answer to the first three 
questions is in the affirmative. That to the last is in the negative. 
inasmuch as, although I do not admit that any previsions of the 
Declaration of London could have the injurious effect referred to. 
L have already stated, in answer to a supplementary question asked 
on the 18th of November, 1910, that the consent of Parliament is con- 
stitutionally not necessary to the ratification of the Declaration of 
London; but, as is well known, no Government would advise his 
Majesty to ratify a convention against the declared opinion of ths 


go, says a writer in the Globe, but tne | 
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Royat Navan Coriece, Ostorne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for 
Become a Naval Officer’’ (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon, 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart. 
| mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook 
street, London, W. [Apvr.] 


How to 


Court Papers. 
. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rota ov Reaitsreass tx ATTENDANCE Oo” 
Emenoevcy Aprrsat Count Mr. Justice 
Rota. No. 2. Jovor. Swivvew Eapr, 
Monday, March 20 Mr Farmer Mr Leach Mr Theed Mr Borrar 
Tuesday _ Bloxam Farmer Church Leach 
Wedresday ...... Theed Bloxam Synge Farmer 
Thursday ......... Church Theed: Goldschmidt Bloxam 
Friday .. ‘ Synge Charch Greswell Theed 
Saturday ....,.... 25 Goldschmidt Synge Beal Charch 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. Wanaixeror. Nevius. 
Monday, March 20 Mr Goldschmidt Mr Bloxam 
Succkay pentane Greswell Thneed 
" Church 


Wednesday ... Beal . 

Thuraday......... 2 Borrer Synge Bea 
§ Goldschmidt Borrer 

Greswel) Leach 


Date Mr. Justice 


Mr. Justice 
ARKER. 
Mr Synge Mr Beal 
Idschmidt Borrer 
Greswell Leach 
Farmer 
Bloxzam 
Theed 


Mr. Justice 
Evs, 


Pridav Leach 
Saturday Farmer 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Farpay, March 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep 1m Omancerr. 

Arc Lamps, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented March 7, directed to be heard March 
21. Herderson, Finsbury pvmnt, solor for the petner. Notice of appearing mus: 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of March 2) 

\erpey Moror anv Esetneeatse Co, Ltp—Petn f x windi g up, presented March 4, 
oirected to be beard March 21, Torkiagton, Basinghali st, solor for the pewner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 oclock in the 
afternoon of March 20 ; 

Avromontce Owsse (Lonpor), Lro—Peta for wirding up, presented March 8, directed 
to bs beard Marci 21: Engall & Crane, Bedford row, solors for the petuers. Notice 
of appearing must reach tre above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
March 20 ; 

Bovurnsmouts, Exeres, axp Prymovtn Broscors Tasataes, Lrp—Petn for winding 
up, presented March 17, directed to be heard March 21. Henderson, Finsbary 
pvmnt, solor for the petners. Notice cf appearing must reach the above-namad nt 
later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of March 20 

Drxov. Powssar & Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 23, directed to be 
heard Mar 20, at 10.20, at 8, Albion pl, Leeds. Bailey, Leeds, solor for the petners, 
service at Ullithorne & Co, 3, Gray’s inn pl. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o clock in the afternoon of March 18 : 

G. H. Mortsox & Uo, Lrp—Peta tor winding ap, presented March 7, directed to be 

beard March 2). Iliffe & Co, Bedford row, for Fearnside, » solor for the 

petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'click 
in the afternoon of March 20 ; 

J. Monaw & Som, Lrp—Petn for winding vp, presented March 8, directed to be heard 

March 21 Evans & Co, Theobald’s rd, Beaford row, solors for the petners. Notice 

of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 

ih 20 é 

= Geeeanes Praytations Co, Lrp- Creditors are required, on or before April 10, to 

send ther names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 

Cowper Bickerton Cowper-Voles, 2, Broad Screet pl, liquidator 

Natiowat Tueatass ps Luxe, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 17, directed 

to be Heard March 21. Ratland, Chancery In, solor tor the petners. Notice of 

appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afvernoon of 

a ieee. Lap (1x Vouuntary Liqurpatiox) —Creditors are required, on or 

before April 19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 

debts or claims, to Jesse Brierley, 14, Mount st, Spotiand rd, Rochdale. Taylor & Vo, 
dale, solors for the liq @idators ; 

a Kaye Co, Lrp — Creditors are required, on or before April 19, to send 

their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, wo James 

H. Dixon (of Menzies, Dixon & Co), 11, Ironmonger In, liquidator 

R. Avery & Co, Lrv—Petn for wi up, ted March 6, directed to be heard 

March 21. tavery & Stevens, Fen ct, Fenchurch st, solors to the petners. Notice of 

appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 

rch 20 

PR bn ah Dear, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before April, 19, to send their 

names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Herbert Leigh 

Bromhead, 15, Angel ct, Throgmorton et, liquidator 

Lendon Gazette.—TUESDAY, March 14. 
JOINT BTOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep 1m Cmawozrr. 

Natrowat Crvs axp Ixetrrvrs, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 28, 
Ocieeted ra be heard at Newcastle upon Tyne, April 12,at10. F, & E. Emiey, New- 
castle npon Tyne, solors for the petners. Notice of appeariog must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 11 
Dreauta Cxytow Taxa Kerats Co, Lra—Oreditors are aired, on or before May 1, 

to send in their names and addresses, with s of their debts and claims, to 
Peter Reucastle Rutherford, 20, Eastcheap, liquidator . 

Lap awd )wpusTatat Promotions, Lap (ix Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, on 

or before April 20, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their 

debts or claims, to James V. Vidham, 19, 8t. Donstan’s hill, I ; 3 

Suerrvixty Garery Horet, Lap (1m Votuntary Ligurpatrion) — Creditors are required, 

on or before April 6, vo send in their names and addreeses, and the particulars of 

their debts or claims, to Edward Manning Keer, 9, St James st, Sheffield, Wilson, 

Bheffield, solor for the liquidator 

Sramaart & Voost’s Comprsx One Process, Lrp—Creditors ‘are required, on or 

before April 24, to send their names and the particulars of their debts 

or claims, to James Francis Parkhurst Baxter, 501, Salisbury ho, Fiosbu-y circus 

W. O. Russett & Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented March 10, directed to be 

heard March 28. Pritchard & Co, Painter's Mall, Little Trinity in, solors for petner. 





House of Commons. 


Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’¢lock in the after- 
noon ch 27 
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Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gasette.—F RIDAY, March 3, 
& Co, Irv. 
pou Barees 


jayorTs Mauepens’ Crus Co, Lrp. 
y. M. 8. Sywprcars, Lop. 
4o7 Biouxt’s Mepicau Arp Socterr, Lap. 
iesszx HoTELs, . 
faissmer, Lixscoty, Lev. 
inrow ~~ & a> _ 
yvssrool Montagu CLus, ‘ 
: Coat Co, Lap. 

Locezart & Co, Lrp. 
Wusves Srtxxitxe Co, Lo. 
uurorts, Lp. 
meuortis & Co, Lro. 
ious Tor Iwcawpescent Mawrtie Co, Lrv, 
xxam Prosrectine Co (No, 1), Lp. 
Yasoursten Reverstowany Co, Lro. 
Coxcests Constevcrion Co, Lrp. 
Pp. D. ©. Sywprcars, Lro. 
Govowiat Fearo-Concaste Syxpicats, Lro, 
asco Co, Lrv. 
Ava Gtasce Cuarts, Lev. 

D. 


Laovessy_& Co (Laiverroot), Lev, 
Aova 8uza Minune Co, Lrv. 
London Gazette,—Tuxspay, March 7, 


Kuoutay Corres Hovsr Co, Lrp. 
Laappntxpop Watts Barus, Lrp. 

Vrorontaxs Stan Goin Miwzs,Lrv. 

Gaustx Music Hisex Co, Lrv. 

Miptaxp Rezese Co, Lrp. 

Pasrniper Sxatine Riwx Co, Lr. 

r. L. Cant, Vaw amp Wacon Worxs, Lip, 
Betvast Sxatine Riwx Co, Lro. 

Pause & Mycrort, Lap. 

Haney Haar & Co, Lrv. 

Bagyetarte Prororeprome, Lrp. 
Avovo-OntentaAt Pures Acencr, Lrp. 
Koszaw Warerwoexs, Lrp. 

Gamery Restaveayt Co, Loo. 

New Parerts Sywpicars, Lrp. 

Bsous Peiwtine Woxxs (Cameniper), Lro. 
T.G. Syxpicars, Lrp. 

Joux Units, Lov. 














The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Mar. 79.—Mr. Jcsrrm Srowsr, at the Mart, at 2: Freeho'd Ground-rents and Free- 
hold Shops and Hvuses (see advertisement, page iv, this week). 

Mar. 20.—Meesrs. Dyer, Sow & Hitron, at, the Mart, at 2: Freshold Investments 
(see advertisement, page iv, this week). 

Mar. 31.—Mesers. Beprogp & Co, at tbe Mart, at 2: Freehold and L easchold Invest- 
ments (see advertisement, page iv, this week). . 

April 3.—Mesars. Tucxerr & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residence (see adver- 


april i hy = R Co 
.~-Mesers. Desennam, Tewson, Ricuarpson & Oo., at the M at 2: Free- 
ape Oe (see bony y, Mar. mD. wt x 
—Mesers. WEATHERALL BREEN, at the Mart,at 2: Freehold Ground-rents 
. pes v, Mar, 11). - 3 ng 


aniet Swrirn, Sow & Oaxcey, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Build- 

ie. t, page vi, Mar. 11). 

PR sin 5.—Mesers. Epwix Fox, Bovusrrzip, Burwetrs & Bappsuey, at the Mart 
ro Building Freehold Building Estate, and Business Premises (see advertisement: 

page vi, Mar, 11, and page iv, this week). 


Result of Sale. 
Revessions axp Pouicy ov Assunance, 


Mesers, H. E. Foerzn & Cxanviecp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 927) of the 
above-named interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.O., on Teuremy co 
the following Lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount realized being 


ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS— 


To £1,170 Stock __... ove woe ove ove os ove +» Bold £6,000 


eR po ei nian ame Te oR er 
TE toa ay gai in 2 ll lle i acta me 
REVERSIONS— ' * wend 
0 £7,145 Railway Stock ... eco ooo eee eee ooo eco 22,000 
Property at Camberwell, &. ... ove a. wc os - £265 
POLICY OF ASSURANCE FOR £8,000... 32. OO” py oso 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day ov Cram. 
Se London Gazetts.—Fripay, March 3. 
RERTS, hg a = Summeriands, Yeovil, Estate Agent April 3 Toop v Boberts, 


* - London Gasetie.—Tospar, March 7. 
RDMORE, Ratru, sen, Alstonfield, Stafford, - 
rene} i yo Fame Farmer April 7 Thompson v Beard 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—-FRipay, Mar. 3. 


BARLOW, ARTHUR EDWARD, Parkstone, Dorset A il 12 land & 
Bares, Georce HEBERT, Manch Bol - ees 
BoaRDMAN, THOMAS, Leigh, tenes doe 3 De ‘aoa, Leigh hate 





BROWNLOW, SARAH J w : 
Taylor, New Brean ey “oMtmoreland rd, Westbourne Park April 15 Taylor & 
Castor, ELIZABETH SALOME, Marius rd, Balham Aprill Lewin & Co, Southampton st 





CowLine, Amos, Wortley, Leeds, Tailor March 22 Lord, Leeds 

ELLIssEN, GusTav, Park sq West, Regent's Park, Stockbroker April 13 Morley & Co, 

Gresham house 

Forwoop, Jons, Hythe, Kent March 11 Gasquet & Co, Mincing In 

Foster, ALBERT EDWARD, Leeds — 7 Lupton & Fawcett, Leeds 

Foster, MATTHEW HENRY, Seacombe, Chester April5 Bartley & Co, Liverpool 

FowLer, ADOLPHUS, Southampton Mar 25 Sherwin, Portsmouth 

HARkis, Jostan REES, Brockley April 11 Garland & Co, Norfolk st, Strand 

HARTLEY, JAMES, Boston, Lincoln, Currier April6é Snaith, Boston 

HELLAWELL, FANNY, Huddersfield March18 Kidd & Co, Holmfirth 

JEFFRIES, MARY ANNE, Benyon rd, Hackney April 10 Evans & Co, Theobald's rd 

KENYON, MARIA, Pendleton, Salford April8 Farrar & Co Manchester 

KING, JoHN, Grouville, Isle of Jersey March 31 Rowbottom & Milligan, Wigan 

KIRKPATRICK, FRANCIS, Stoke Newington, Warehouse Manager March 31 Stone & 
Co, Finsbury circus 

LITTLE, MARY JANE, Wisbech St Peter, Ely, Cambridge March 25 Wise, March 

LITTLEJOHN, THOMAS, Buckhurst Hill, Essex April 10 Helder & Co, Clement's inn, 

Strand 

LocKYER, Grorck Jonn, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Boarding House Proprietor April 1 
Chamberlain & Johnson, Liandudno 

MAIRIS, Rev Hewry EpwaArps HAL®, Bristol April4 Gwynn & Co, Bristol 

MARSON, RoBERT, North Shields Aprill Brown & Holliday, North Sields 

MARZETTI, ROBERT Burt, King’s av, Clapham Park April3 King. Ironmonger In 

MILBURN, RoBert, Wimbledon Common April6 Woodhouse & Wilkinson, Queen st 

NEWMAN, JANE CHARLOTTE, Witham, Essex March 31 Bawtree & Sons, Witham 

OGILVY, CAROLINE HELENA,-Leamington March 18 Field & Sons, Leamington 

OVERED, JoHN Davy, Great Yarmouth, Veterinary Surgeon April 8 Goodchild, 

Norwich 

PowWRLL, CATHERINE ELIZA, Metropolitan Asylam, Caterham, Surrey May 2 Free- 

man & Son, George st, Hanover eq 

REED, FREDERIKA ANNE, Belsize rd, St John’s Wood April 3 Bull & Bull, Stone 

bid, 

RICHARDS, CORNELIA DecrmA, Laugharne, Carmarthen March 25 Morris, Carmarthen 

SEARS, CHARLOTTE, Datchet, Bucks March 31 Ryland & Ryland, Windsor 

SHRIMPTON, MARGARET ELLEN, Linver rd, Fulham April 17 Woolley & Whitfeld, 

Great Wirchester st 

SNELLING, MARY Louisa, Northampton April 8 Phipps, Northampton 

SToNE, ANNE, Bournemouth April 3 Sherrin, Bournemouth 

STREET, HERBERT, Ramagate Kent, House Furnisher April 18 Bradley & Watson, 



























a 
TATE. HANNAH, Birkdale April 8 Worden & Ashington, Southport 
TRAVERS, ARCHIBALD LinpsaY, Springhill, Tasmania April 10 Nisbet & Co, Lincoln's 
Inn fields 
UNWIN, Josern, Little Coqgemee. Essex April 14 Beaumont & Son, Coggeshall 
WARD, CLARISSA LEVINA, Holbeach, Lincoln March 21 Merry, Spsiding 
West, FRANK, Platt, Borough Green, Kent, Miller April 6 Houlder, Chancery In 
WHITE, W1LLI4M FLeTcHER, Wimbledon April 10 Strickland, Bristol 
WooLLey, Georgy ARTHUR, Charlwood, Surrey April 14, Singleton, Essex st 
Strand 









London Gazette.—TURSDAY, Mar. 7. 
AULTON, WILLIAM THOMAS, Derby, Veterinary Surgeon April 3 Briggs, Derby 
Barrp, Huan HARPER, Thames Ditton, Surrey April 6 Blake & Co, Serjeante’ inn, 


Temple 
BASSETT, BENJAMIN, Birmingham, Coppersmith March 31 Thomas and Co, Birming- 







am 
BLAGG, JANE, Oldham April4 Butcher, Blackpool 
BOWLES, BARBARA ANNA, Bideford, Devon April 17 Lawrence & Co, New sq, Lin- 
coln’s inn 
Brown, JonN, Sheffield, Traveller April 17 Rodgers & Co, SheMeld 
BURGESS, HENRIE'TA, Sidcup, Kent May5 Gellatly & Co, Dock House, Billiter st 
BUTLER, MICHAEL, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer March 81 J & A Bright, Notting- 








ham 

CoLurs, JEDIDIAH, Corton Denham, Somerset, Yeoman April2 Flooks & Grimley, 

Sherborne, Dorset 

Connor, JounN, Liverpool March 31 Bell, Liverpool 

Cox, ARTHUR, Manchester, Carrier Aprill Foulds & Laycock, Manchester 

CULSHAW, ELIZABETH, Withnell, Lancaster March 31 Cook & Co, Blackburn 

Exsot, Rev Canon WILLIAM, Bournemouth April 13 Smythe & Co, Bournemouth 

FRENCH, MARY JANE, Wolverhampton March3t Hooper & Fairbairn, Dudley 

GARDVER, SARAH ANN, Sunderland rd, Forest Hill March 81 Armstrong, Bank chmbrs, 
Forest hill 

GILES, CLARA ANN, Grafton Flyford, Worcester April 17 Talbot, Kidderminster 

GOSTLING, JEANNETTA, High Wycombe, Bucks Mar 31 Beauchamp & Gallaher, 
Worcester 

GuLSoN, HELEN MARY, Rugeley, Stafford April 5 Witham & Co, Gray’s inn sq 

HALL, ae, Badsey, Worcester, Market Gardener April 8 Smith & Smith, Eve- 
sham ‘ 

Hopkins, MARIA, Bowdon, Chester April4 Wood & Co, Manchester 

JANIN, HENRY, Harrington rd, Kensington April 17 Russell & Co, Norfolk st, Strand 

JONES, ELIZABETH JANKE. Portishead, Somerset April 3 JL & BE T Vanicll, Britol 

Jones, EvizA, Redland, Bristol April3 JL&ET jell, Bristol! 

Jones, Jon, Eccles, Engine Driver April 10 Bowden, Manchester 

MacHvutcnty, Capt Louis James, RN, Ryde, Isle of Wight April 14 Stevens & Dr:y- 
ton, Queen Victoria st 

MELLAND, FREDERICK, Manchester, Surgeon April 8 * Parkinson & Co, Manchester 

Peck, Henry Joun, Church st, Stoke Newington March 25 Marcus & Co, Broad 
at av 

PICKARD, GrorGE, Earlsheaton, York April 5 Ridgway & Ridgway, Dewsbury 

RILEY, Rostna EMILY, Southsea April 20 Bilney, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

ScorT, EL1zA MARY ANN, Wimborne, Dorset April 20 Rider & Co, New sq, 
Lincoln's ion 

SKITMORE, ELtzA, Wallington, Surrey Aprill0 Rivers & Milne, Gracechurch st 

SMALE, InviINA, Ladbroke ter, Notting hill April 8 Waterhouse & Co, New ct, 
Carey st 

SMITH, EMILY ANNAN, Crawley, Sussex April 10 Wells & Hind, Nottingham 

BPooNER, EDWIN CHARLES, Tavistock, Devon April 14 Spooner & Godfrey, Plymouth 

STANIAR, HARRIATT, Moss Side, Manchester April4 Walker & Co, Manchester 

STERLING, JULIA MARIA, Falmouth April 12 ins & Co, Lincoln's Inn flelds 

TayLor, Kate, Brighton Aprill5 Nye & Clewer, Brighton 

TELVORD, HENRY, Bingley, Bradford, Stuff Merchant April! Wade & Co, Bradford 

TILLIne, WILLIAM Henry, Great Dover st, Printer April 10 Woodroffes & Ashby, 
Great Dover st 

TREFFRY, Harny,, Auckland, New Zealand April? Morgan & Co, Old Broad st 

WAITson, WILLIAM, Tranton rd, Bermondsey, Borough Market, Fruiterer April 17 
Price & Sons, Worcester House, Walbrook 

W1cox, Esav, Gaythorn, Manchester, Chain Maker April8 Lynde & Branthwaite, 
Manchester 




























London Gazette.—FRIDAY, March 10. 


BALMER, JAMES STUBBS, Blackpool May! Panks, Blackpool 

BROOKSHAW, ELI, Eccles, Lancaster April 24 Ogden & Co, Manchester 

BRUCE, WILLIAM, Aylsham, Norfolk, Auctioneer April10 Gidney, Aylsham 

peg? eer EARLE Gascorone, GCB, Hans pl March 31 Capron & Co, 
Savile 

Cusenens.se, HARRIETT MARTHA, Highbury cres April 28 Gush & Co, Finsbury 
cireus 

COLEMAN, ROBERT WERE, Kingston hill, Surrey, Insurance Broker April12 Miller & 
Co, Savile row 
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Cnaees, WILLIAM Henry, Weston super Mare April 15 Baker & Co, Weston super 
are 


Cox, HARRIET, Min y Garth, Anglesey April15 Batesons & “o, Liverpool 

Ecoies, DavViIv, Darwen, Lancaster April 10 Halliwell & Halliwell, Darwen 

—— THOMAS, Ashby, Cumberland, Innkeeper April 10 Brockbank & Co, White- 

aven 

FRASER, — ANNE FITZHERBERT, Sydney st, Chelsea June 1 Baker & Nairne, 
Croaby eq 

GOULDING, BERTHA ELLEN, West Gorton, Manchester,Corn Merchant April15 Lynde 
& “ranthwaite, Manchester 

GREEN, MARIA ABBOTT, Carshalt n, Serrey April 6 Box, Great James st 

HARGREAVES, MaRy, Pendleton Salford, Lancs June 6 Hewitt & Son, Manchester 

HakkISON, MARY ANN, York March 31 Dent & Scruton, York 

HAWKINS, EpwakbD THOMAS, Southampton April 22 Paris & Co, Southampton 

ee weet Sunderland, Water Rate Collector Marsh 20 Huntly & Uc, Sunder- 
lance 

Jovns, Joux, Eccles, Engine Diver Aprillo Bowden, Manchester 

Jones, WILLIAM, Hersham, Surrey, Chemist April 10 Smith & Co, John st, Bed’ord 
row 

KINRADE Henry, Liverpo |, Baker May1 Harrison & Burton, Liverpool 

KIRBY, THOMAS FREDERICK, Winchester May 1 Warner & Kirby, Winchester 

Leo, SorPuIE THERESE, Sylvan rd, Upper Norwood May 1 Fooks & C», Carey st, 
Line In inn 

Lewis, Maki‘, Sutherland rd, Bow March 31 Young & Son, Exst Arbour st, Stepney 

LUTR ARI, MICHARL, Oakley sq, Middlesex April18 Coward & Co, Mincing In 

MACNAMARA, CATHERINE AMELIA, Florence, Italy April 20 Tyler, Clement’s inn 

MARTINEAU, JouN, Winchfle'd, tants Aprill5 Robins & Co. L'ncoln’s inn fields 

MOLDENHAUER®, ARTHUR FRANCIS, Roby, Lancaster, Insurance Agent April 20 
Co'lins & Co, Liverpool 

MowNico, GIACOMA, Shaftesbury av, Restaurant Propr'etor March3l Rooper & Whately 
Lincoln's inn fields 

Moore, WILLIAM, Chariton. Kent March 31 Boys & Maughan 

Moss, JouN WILLIAM, Audeoshaw, or Ashton uoder Lyne, Hatter March 31 Lanca- 
shire & Co, Manchester 

OGILVY, CAROLINE HeLeNA, Leamington, Warwick March 18 Field & Sons, Leaming- 
ton 

OwuRA, MABEL, Grenville st, Brunswick sq April6 Humphreys & Son Holborn viadu:t 

PAINTIN, LAURA, Ascott under Wychwood, Ox'ord April 29 Wilkens & Toy, Chipping 
Norton 

PARTRICK, ELIZABETH, Droitwich, Worcester Aprill4 G A & EW Wilkins, Ashby de 
la Zouch 

Pearsox, Tomas WILcocksoN, Sheffield, Steel Manufaeturer April 29 
Sheffie'd 

RANKIN, GEORGE, Maghall, Lancaster, Master Cooper March3i Lam)», Liverpool 

RAYSON, SAMUEL, Mercers rd, Hol'oway April 15 Richardson & Co, Golden sq, 
Regent st 

RONALD, AGNES Kensington Gardens tq, Bayswater April 11 Godfray, New Broad st 

SEWELL, Gronox, Houghton le Side, Durham, Farmer April 29 Hett, Darlington 

SHILLITOR, RICHARD RICKMAN, Hitchin, Herts April7 Shillitoe, Hitchen 

STREVENS, GRoRGE, Margate April8 Hills & Shea, Margate 

SWINDELL, JAMES KEVERS, Oldewinford Castle, nr Stourbridge April 18 Bernard & Co 
Stourbridge 

THoMPson, Geonor, Killamarsh, Derby April24 Marsh & Son, Rotherham 

THORN, RICHARD, Northumberland av April 20 Louch, Lincoln's inn flelds 

TOVENA, ANTONY, Treviso, Molinetto, Pederobba, Italy April 14 Jackson & Jack- 
ron. South sq, Gray's inn 

TREWEFKE, REBECCA, *t Ives, Cornwall March 31 Boase, Penzance 

TREWEEKE, MELINDA, St Ives, Cornwall March 31 Boase, Penzanze 

VicakyY, JouN, Castlebar hill, Ealing Aprill17 Amery-Parkes & Co, Fleet st 


Bennett, 





a 
WAKEMAN, ALFRED PEACOCK, Winchmore Hill, Middlesex April 12 Evans & (» 
Theobalds rd 
Wustton, ELIZABETH, Lozells, Birmingham April 10 Rabnett, Birmingham 
Wire, TRAVE®S BARTON, Lymington Hants April 20 Sturt, Old Jewry 
Youne, HANNAH RUSHTON. Mount Pleasant rd, Lewisham April? Child & Co, Soutp. 
ampton st. Bloomsbury 
YounG, JANE, Higher Broughton, Salford April 22 Cooper & Sons, Manchester 


London Gazette.—TURSDAY, Mareh 14. 


BARTON, JULIE ELIZABETH, Gladstone Park gdns, Dollis Hill April 10 Calder & Cy; 
Lancaster pl 

BATCHELDOR, eee Bower, Liverpool, Cotton Broker April 22 
Liverpoo 

BELLINGHAM, WILLIAM Moses, Maidstone April 8 Bracher, Maidstone 

BUTCHER, HARRIET CAROLINE, Hove April 26 Allen & Son, Carlisle st, Soho sq 

CORFIELD, ae ANN, St Mary’s rd, Canonbury April 29 Rawlinson & Son, New 
Broad st 

Dover, MARY, Lyme ter, Camden Town March 25 Lickfold & Sons, Londo: Wall 

Dvee ss. WILLIAM JOHN, Northfleet, Kent April10 uke & Son, Ironmonger In 

EVANS, RoBERT, Kington, Hereford April7 Temple & Phi'pin, Kington 

Fay, FREDERICK, Hythe, Sonthampton Aprill0 Coxwell & Pop, Southampton 

FULLARD, ARTHUR, Willenhall, Stafford, Publican April 14 Thorne & Haslam, Wolver. 

hampton 

HENLEY, a JOHN, Waterperry, Oxford April 25 Lawrence & Co, New a, 
Lincoln's inn 

a High Cross, Tottenham April 10 Hockley, Rectory rd, Stoke 
Newington 

HoLpswort#, Percy, Shanghai, China April5 Holder & Wood. Cheapside 

Hosky, WILLIAM [ROMAS, Loraine ‘pl, Holloway, Polish and Varnish Manufacturer 
April 10 Mills & Co, Finsbury eq 

HvuTTon, ANTOINETTE ELEANOR, Buxted, Sussex May 10 Collyer-Bristow & Co, 
Bedford row 

KNIGHT, MARTHA HUMPAGR, Wellesley rd, Chiswick April 2 Knapp-Fisher & Sons, 
Buckingham gate, Westminster 

LAWSON, WILLIAM Norton, Lincoln's inn, Barrister at law Aprill4 JH «& J ¥ John 
son, Lincoln's inn fields 

LINGH4M, FRANCES OPHELIA, Manor st, Clapham May 1 Winter & Co, Bedford row 

LINNEY, HERBERT, Harrogate Aprrl 21 Bower-Wilson, Middlesbrough 

LoMAS, WILLIAM, Cheadle, Chester May 13 Marriott & Co, Manchester 

Love, OLIVER, Harrozate Aprill Raworth & Co, Harrogate 

MARTINENGO, JOSEPH, Brussels, Belgium April 14 Hodgkivson, Chancery In 

MonNico, GlacoMA, Shaftesbury ay, Restaurant Proprietor March 31 Rooper & Whate 
ley, Li: coln’s inn fields 

MORRILL, WILLIAM, Whitwell, York, Farmer April 29 Kay, York 

Newton, Henry, Horwich,lancs March 31 Pass & Warburton, Horwich 

OxForD, THoMAsS, Ardwick,{Manchester, Hawker May 10 Houstoun, Dachy of Lancaster 
Office 

Pitts, THOMAS, Plymouth April9 Shelly & Johns, Plymouth 

PLAck, Ropert, Filey, York April3 Dent & Scruton, ‘ork 

Ripeway. AMy Koss, King+ton on Thames April 11 Di nond & Son, Welbeck st 

RIDLEY-THOMPSON, FLORENCE, Danchurch, Warwick April 26 Allen & Son, Carlisle st 
Soho 

Kocers, FANNY, Erdineton, Warwick April 22 Lecker, Birmingham 

SMITH, THOMAS, Bedlington, Northumberland April $ Alderson, Morpeth 

SQUIRE, SOBINA CHARLOTTE, Devonport May 1 Emerson, Plymouth 

TowLse, JouN, Nottingham Apr.| 30 Beaumont & Goodall, Nottingham 

Wriocnt, Janet, Liverpool April15 Batesons € Co, Liverpool 

WYNYARD, GEORGIANA FREDERICA, Clarendon r', Holland Park May 1 Merrimaos& 
Thirlby, Mitre ct, Temp'e 


Whitley & Co, 





Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fatvay, Mar. 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arrcesy, Eawzstr, Thornton Dale, York, Butcher Scar- 
borough Pet Mar 8 Ord Mar 8 dal 


Ord Mar 3 
Pet Mar 7 Ord Mar7 


Anonen, Percr, Cambridge, Cycle Dealer 
Pet Mar 6 Ord Maré 

Basser, Watrea Janes, Great Yarmouth, Baker Great 
Yarmouth Pet Mar 6 Ord Maré 

Bewsow, James Wittiam, Newcastle upon ne, Financier 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Febi4 Ord Maré 

Busnaop, Jaues, Piddiechinton, nr Dorchester, Carpenter 
Dorchester Pet Mar 7 Ord Mar7 

Catays, Eowaapo Auruve, Carlton mans, Stamford Hill, 
Solicitor's Clerk ftiigh Court Pet Mar 7 Ord Mar7 

Cursey & Massey, Hop Exchange, Southwark, Manu 
facturers’ Agente High Court Pet Feb 21 Ord Mar7 

Dawsos, Witttas, Willingham by Stow, Lincs, Tailor 
Lancolnm Pet Mar8 Ord Mars 

Deas, Gronos, Sheffield, Insurance Agent Sheffield Pet 
Feb17 Ord Mar7 

Dect, Jouw Simon, Amersham, Bucks, Farmer Aylesbury 
Pet Mar7 Ord Mar 7 

Faatay, Hasay, Herne Bay, Coal Merchant 
Pet Feb 2 Ord Mar7 


Cambridge 


Maré Ord Mar 6 


Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 


High Court Pet Mar 6 
Canterbury 





Fixx, Josern Davip, Burnley, Journeyman Tailor Burnley 
Frsnen, James Lamont, Mark in High Court Pet Feb 14 
Fosres, Jony Wetiixotox, Colchester, Tailor, Colchester 


Gitey, Faasx Eouuwp, Kendal, Wholesale Fruiterer Ken- 

Pet Maré Ord Mar 6 

Guiassseoox, Writiam, Radcliffe, Lancs, Insurance Can- 
vasser Bolton Pet Mar 7 Ord Mar7 

Goopey, Cuagtezs Taomas, Cheltenham, Baker Che'ten- 
ham Pet Maré Ord Mar6 

Garzy, Janes, Crewton, Commission Agent Derby Pet 


Hanooop, Jouxn Witiiam, Stockport, Cheshire, Licensed 
Victualler Stockport Pet el | Ord Mar 7 
Hasorgaves, Joux Tuomas, Barn 


Hivtos, Atrary Hyse, Atherton, Lanes, Farnitare 
Dealer Bolton Pet Mar8 Ord Mars tol Pet Mar8 Ord Mar 8 
Hotper, Haargy, Cheltenham, Market Gardener Chelten- 
bam Pet Maré Ord Mar 6 
Hoimes,- J B, Coalville, Leicester, 
Trent Pet Feb9 Ord Mar 6 
Jamuisox, Anrauur, Wandsworth Bridge rd, Greergrocer 
Ord Mar 6 ‘ 
Jannert,Groner, Ash, Kent, Market Gardener 
bury Pet Mar8S Ord Mar 8 


<< 


Jouxsox, Wruttam, Long Eaton,'Plumber Derby Pet Feb 
25 Ord Mar 8 _« 

Leacs, Sauvet Watxwaiout, Leominster, Motor Proprie 
tor Leominster Pet Feb 27 Ord Mar 4 

Levewt, Wittram, Little Baddow, Essex Chelmsf rd Pet 
Feb7 Ord Mar 6 

Lewis, Tuomas, Thornaby on Tees, Labourer Stockton on 
Tees Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 3 

Lovatey. Eaxgst Water, Freiston, Lincs, Farmer Boston 
Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 

Mrpotetox, E HB, Plymouth, Commercial Traveller Ply- 
mouth Pet Feb 10 Ord Mar 6 

Mipouey, Farppy, Bradford, Cattle Dealer Bradford Pet 
Mar8 (Ord Mar 8 

Mitis, Jouw Tuomas, 8t Helens, Lancs, Monumental 
Mason Liverpool Pet Mar 7 Ord Mar 7 

Mvurrny, James, Sheffield, Tobacconist’s Traveller 
Sheffield Pet Feb 22 Ord Mar 8 : 

Owrx, Atnert Eowanp, Stapleton, Bristol, Farmer Bris- 


ey, Butcher Burnley 


Pearce, James, Ba . Glam, Labourer Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Mar 8 Ord Mar 8 

Ricusr & Co, Stanground, Hants, Farmers Peter- 
borough Pet Feb 21 Ord Mar 6 , 

Rocers, Tuomas Pari. Brewood. Stafford, Farmer 
Wolverhampton Pet Feb 13 Ord Mar 8 

Canter- | Scaorretp, Marx, Nelson, Lancs, Mosicel Instrument 

Dealer Burnley Pet Mar7 Old Mar7 


Printer Burton on 





THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


2a, MOoOOoORGaTzsm 


LONMDoWmW, .C. 


ESTABLISHED in i880. 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS— 


LICENSED PROPERTY. 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL 





Upwards of 650 Appeais to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ang supervision of the Corporation. 


LICENSING MATTERS. 
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famuvs, Cuantzs ArTuuR ALmosp, Newport, Mon 
Grocer Newport, Mon Pet Maré Ord Mar 6 

qurtoz, Georoe, Ashton und 


Ashton under Lyne Pet Mar 8 Ord Mer 8 


Tyonas. CABMEN, Bedford Court mans, Bloomsbury High 


Court Pet Feb8 Ord Mar 8 


Wau, Jonx Tuomas, +. Caterer Shrewsbury 


Pet Mar8 Ord Mar8 


Wars, Heasert Wriuiam, ae on Stour, Worcester 
Grocer Banbury Pet M 


ar 8 Ord Mar8 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


jmox, Antoun Farprnic, Bowdon, Cheshire, Export 

Agent Mar 18st 11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Bassox, James Witutam, Newcastle on Tyne, Financier 
Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Mar 21 at 
113) Off Rec, Court ‘chmbrs, Albert 1d, Midalesbrough 

Mary Axx, Mountain Ash, Glam, Gr-en- 
Mar 18at 10.30 Off Rec, St Catherine chmbrs, 


Mar 18 at 11 Off Rec, 59, 
Gon Wastes Brows, Darlington, Joiner 
Baoapee tT, 


st Catherine st, Pontypridd 
Cunss, Eowarp Artaun, Carlton mans, Stamford Hill, 


Solicitor’s Clerk Mar 21 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, | 


Carey st 


Castwriont, Cuaries, Heyry, a —_. Auctioneer 


Mar2i at 230 Bankruptcy bidge, 
Cazsty & Massey, Hop Exchap 

turers’ Agents Mar 21 atl 
(aercurizip, CuaRias, Cheshunt, 

Mar 21 at 12 14, Bedford 10w 


Davies, Save, Bargoed, Glam, Corn Merchant Mar 22 Clerk 
Téa Off Ree, County Court, Town Hail, Meitbyr 

Pertircace, Joseru, = BAe. Fishmonger ae 21 at 
12 Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park * Nottingha 

Funes, James Lamont, Mark In Mar 21 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy Uides, a, Carey st 

Giasspacox, Witiism, Radcliffe, Lancs, Insurance Can- 


vasser Mar 21 at 3 19, Exchenge st, Bolton 


Gowss, Lord Rowatp SUTHERLAND, Well Walk, Hamp- 


mead Mar Qati2 Off Rec, 
76, Carey st, London 


ruptcy bldgs, Room 


Hessset, Wittiam Henry, Queen's gate Mar 20 at 12 


Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Huros, ALraep , yy Atherton, Lancs, Furniture 
Dealer Mar 22at3 19, Exc est, Bolton 
Horeweit, Wittiam Watson, Nottingham, Lace Ware- 
Mar 2latil Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park at, 
Nottingham 
Jamntsow, Antaur, Wandsworth Bridge rd, Greengrocer 
Mar 20 at 11 peng ute ¢ Carey st 
Jouns, MancaneT Jane, wtown, 
at 10.30 1, High st, Newtown 
Josaru, Isaac, Caerau, Maesteg, Glam, Miner's Outfitter 
Mar 20at12 117, st Mary st, Carui if 
Kest, Jony Epwix, Halesworth, Suffolk, Iropmonger 
Mar 18at1.15 Off Rec, 8, King at, Norwich 
Kitson, ALBeEnrt, Brighouse, 
County Court, Prescott st, Halifax 
Kagre, Ovtas, Birkenhead, Hosier Mar 22atil Off Rec, 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Mwotzy, Fasppy. Bradford, Cattle Dealer Mar 21 at 3 
Off Ree, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
Mora, Janes AxpEaw, RochwJale, Grocer Mar 24 at 11.30 
Town Hall, 
Qoax, Witutam, Liverpool, Baker Mar 2ilati2 Off Rec, 
%, Victoria st, Li 
Sroxs, James Eanzst, 
at 12.30 Off Reo, 8, King st, Norwich 
ns, Gzoroe CHAELEs, = Bowaup Georce AgTaur 
Dawsox, Bootle, nes, Fire Lighter Mauufactwers 
Mar 2 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Bwarx, Eowaap, Sellindge, Kent, Butcher’ Mar 18 at 9.30 | 


€84, Castle Castle +t, Canterbury 

Tuomas, i ane one) same Bloomsbury Mar 
2 at ll ruptcy g8, Ca 

Torr, A.raxo, South Brent, eg fe Mar 20 at 3.30 
7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

Woonuean, G: a oy 
Ree, 24, Bond street, Leed 


ist Mar2iatil Of 





Waryx ati, Curneenrt, tlaughton on Brock, Lancs Farmer | 


Mar. 18 atl Off Ree, 13, Winckley st, Preston 
Amended Notices substituted for those published 
in the London Gazette of Mar 7 : 
Suyzawoov, Ronesr, cay, 1] Fruiterer Mar 15 at 11 
Off Ree, 12, Duke st, Bradi 


er Lyne, Carriage Proprietor 


yo 4 Manufac- 
kruptcy bidgs Carey st 
Herts, Nurseryman 


Montgomery April 6 | 


Grocer Mar “i at 10.45 


orstead, Norfolk, Farmer Mar 18 | 


Marzyer, Leoxanp Ciype Patmer, Norwich, Dentist Mar 


’ 15 at 3.30 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 


Tatiey, Witiiam James, Sou! Hants Mar 16 at 4 
0: Cambridge junc, High st, Portemouth 


Nanas, Joszra, Manchester, Shipper Mari5at3 Off Rec, 

Byrom st, Manchester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

Arriesy, Eaxgst, Thornton Dale, Yorks, Batsher Scar- 
borough Pet Mar 8 Ord Mar 8 

Ancuer, Percy, Sein. Cycle Dealer Cambridge 
Pet Mar6 Ord Mar 

Beser, Watter James, “Great Yarmouth, Baker Great 


Yarmouth Pet Maré Ord Mar 6 

Bex+on, James Witttam, Newcastle upon Tyne, Financier 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Feb 14 Ord Mar8 

Pussrxop, James, Piddlehinton, nr Dorchester, Carpenter 
Dorchester Pet Mar7 Ord Mar? 

Carrnya, Epwarp Aatnus, Cariton mans, Stamford Hill, 
Solicitor's Clerk High Court Pet Mar7 Ord Mar 7 

| Corz, Grorce Taomas, Great Yarmouth, Boatowner 

| Great Yarmouth Pet Feb27 Ord Mar 6 

Crutcuriztp, CHarias, Cheshunt, oe Nurseryman 
Edmonton Pet Feb 13 Ord 

| Davigs, Samvuev, Gilfach, Bargoed, Glan, Corn Merchant 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Feb 18 Ord Mar7 

Dawson, 1.41amM, Willingham by 8tow, Lincs, Tailor 
Lincoln Pet Mar8 Ord Mar8 

Det, Jony Simox, Amersham, Bucks, Farmer 
Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 

E.mone, Groror Hevay, Chellaston, Derby, Land Agent's 

Derby Pet Feb 22 Ord Mar 4 

Ferripcace, Juseru, Nottingham, Fisemonger 
ham Pet Feb 3 Ord Maré 

Fixx, Josrrn Davin, Burnley, Journeyman Tailor Burnley 

Ord Mar 7 





Aylesbury 


Notting- 


Pet Mar7 

Foster, Jouw Weuiixotor, Colchester, Tailor Colchester 
Pet Mar 7 Ord Mar 7 

Gupy, Frayx Eouusp, Kendal, Wholesale Fruiterer 
Kendal Pet Mar6 Ord Mar 6 

Grasspxoox, Wittiam, Radcliffe, Lancs. Insurance Can- 
vasser Bolton Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 

Goopry, Caasias Taomas, Cheltenham, Baker Cheltenham 
Pet Mar6 Ord Mar6 

Harcoop, Joun Wicuiam, Stockport, Cheshire, Licensed 
Victualler Stockport Pet Mar7 Ord Mar 7 

Haroaraves, Jonn Taomas, Burnley, Butcher Burn'ey 





Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 
| Hiecrxs, Rurert Henny, Upper Berkeley st High Court 
| Pet Feb 1 Ord Mar 6 
Hircrow, Atrarp Hyws, Atherton, Lancs, Furniture 


Dealer Bolton Pet Mar8 Ord Mar 8 

Hover, Haray, Cheltenham, Market Gardener Chelten- 

bam Pet Mar 6 Ord Maré 

Horeweit, Wittiam Watson, Nottingham, Lace Ware- 

houseman Nottingham Pet Feb2i Ord Mar 6 

JaMEISON, ARTHUR, Wandsworth Bridge rd, Greengrocer 

|" High Court Pet Mar6 Ord Mar 6 

Jaragtt, Groroe, Ash, ee Market Gardener Canter- 

|" "bury Pet Mar8 Ord Mar 8 

| Kreps, Ostas, Birkenhead, Hosier Birkenhead Pet Feb 2 

| Ord Mar6 

Tuomas, Thornaby on Tees, York, 

| Stcckton on Tees Pet Mer7 Ord Mar7 

Ley, Cravos Vawpary, Roseberry 

Mercantile Clerk Edmonton Pet Feb 22 Ord Mar7 

| Lovaetey, Eawest Water, Freiston, Lincs, Farmer 

Boston Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 

Mipetey, Fasppy, Bradford, Cattle Dealer Bradford 

| Pet Mar8 Ord Mar 8 

Mitis, Jonx Tuomas, St Helen’s, Monumental Mason 

Liverpool Pet Mar7 Ord Mar 7 

| Murra, James ——— Rochdale, Grocer Rochdale Pet 

Feb15 Ord Mar 

| Neave, Farperick + RrGinacp, ~p oh av, West 

| Ealing Brentford Pet Nov 26 Ord Mar 6 

| Owew, Atpert Bpwanp, Stapleton, Bristol, Farmer Bris- 
tol Pet Mar8 Ord Mar8 

Pearce, James, Bargeet, Glam, Labourer Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Mar8 Ord rs 

Quirx, Wiix1am, Liverpool, Paker Liverpool Pet Feb 13 
Ord Mar 7 

| Rras, Gronor Owen, Blenheim cres, Notting Hil), Jour- 
palist High Court Pet Feb8 Ord Mar 7 

| ScnoriELp, Marx, Nelson, Lanes, Musical Instrument 

Dealer Burnley Pet Mar7 Ord Mar 7 
Taytor, Georos, Ashton under Lyne, Carrisge Proprietor 
| Ashton under Lyne Pet Mar 8 Ord Mar 8 


} ny 


Lewis, Labourer 


rd, Muswell Hill, 





201lst Year. 


The Oldest Insurance Office in the World. 
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FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 





| N Heap Orricr: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 


= =| EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and) PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
by 2 "| +WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE, 
ee including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 
—*. DOMESTIC SERVANTS. | PLATE GLASS 
Copead (rom Peles dated U7 


Law Courts Branch: 40, 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 
CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


4. W. COUSINS, Distriet Manager. 











Watt, Jons Tuomas, > Caterer Shrewsbury 
Pet Mar 8 Ord Mar 8 

Warptaw, Sir Henny, Pearfield rd, Forest Hill Green- 
wich Pet Jan 26 Ord Mar7 

Weit, Samvurt, Fenchurch st, Tobacconist High Court 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Mar 6 

Warrr, Herveat Wit.1am, Shipston on Stour, Worcester, 
Grocer Banbury Pet Mar8 Ord Mar 8 

Amended notice substituted for that p biished in the 
London Gazette of Feb 28 : 
Consens, Zava Kain, Ipewich Ipswich Pet Feb 25 Ord 
eb 25 
ADIUBOCATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
RDER RESCINDED. 

Aniso1p, Hexay b ——~ u, Trinity eq, Tower hill, Wine Mer- 
chant High Court "Ree Ord July 12,1910 Adjud Oct 
18 19°0 Annul Mar 7, 1911 

London Gazette.—TUBSDAY, Mar. 14. 

RECEIVING ORDERS. 

GEORGE CHARLES, Potton, Reds, 
Gardener Bedford Pet Feb 28 Ord Mar 10 

BAKER, GEORGE LEES, Shaftesbury, Durat Wrexham 
Pet Mar i0 Ord Mar 10 

BEAUMONT, WILLIAM TYRRELL, sen, and 
TYRRELL BEAUMONT, jun, Harwich, Essex, 
Colehester Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar 11 


ARMOND, Market 


WILLIAM 
Builders 


BLOTT, EDWARD, Wellingborough Northampton Pet 
Marl0 Ord _ 10 
BROOK, POLLARD, ve, Bradford, Farmer Bradford 


Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 

BUCKINGHAM, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Tonbridge, Tailor 
Tunbridge Wels Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 

CHAPMAN, ETHELBERT HesLor, Bramley, Leeds, Carrier 
Leeds Pet Mar 9 O:d Mar 9 


CHIVERS, THOMAS, Radstock, Somerset,’General Dealer 
Frome Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar il 
CHURCHWARD, FREDERICK, Daccome, Kingskerswell 


Devon, Farmer Exeter Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 
CONRAD, PERCY SCHULMPF, Southsea, Hants Portsmouth 
Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 
CorK, GEORGE ERNEST, Great Yarmouth, Licensed 
Victualler Great Yarmouth Pet Mar9 Ord Marg 
CREED, HERBERT, Nailsworth, Glos, bkishmonger Glou- 
cester Pet Maril Ord Mar il 
DURRANT, HAROLD 8, Surrey st, Strand, Advertisement 


Contractor High Court Pet Jan 19 Urd Mar lw 
ELLWAND, EDWARD Woop, Bramley, Leeds, Tram-car 
Driver Leeds Pet Maril Ord Mar li 


ETTL¥Ss, WALTER, College pl, Camden Town, Jeweller 
High Court Pet Feb 16 Ord Mar 10 

Gipson, Joun WILLIAM, Burnley, Hawker Burnley Pet 
Mar ill Ord Mar 11 

HELLIER, REGINALD WORFORD, Chipton, Dittisham, Devon, 
Farmer Plymouth Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 

HOWLETT, GEORGE THOMAS, Burpham, Guildford Guild- 


ford Pet Feb14 Ord Mar7 

IRELAND, DANIEG JOHN, Marple, Cheshire, Journeyman 
Chairmaker Stockport jet Maril Ord Mar 11 

JENKIN®, MaRyY ANN, Lianelly, Haulier Carmarthen Pet 
Mar9 Ord Mar9 

Jessop, ARTHUR, Fishtoft, Lincs, Farmer Boston Pet 
Marli Ord Mar il 

LAW10N, THoMas, Wigan, Saddler Wigan Vet Mar 10 
Ord Mar 10 

Neksom, WILLIAM, Failsworth, Lancs, Builder O!dham 
Pet Feb22 Ord Mar 9 

OLSEN, ULE HENRIK, Hadley, rr Wellington, Salop, Beer 


Seler Sbrewsbury Pet Mari10 Ord Mar 10 

Perrerk, JOHN HENRY, Thurnscoe, nr Rotherham, Green. 
grocer Sheffield Pet Mar9 Ord Mary 

R#DSTONE, ALBERT AUGUSTLS, Wroxhall, I of W, Baker 

ewport Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 

RICHARDSON, JosEPH, Burnley, Mill Manager 
Pet Mar? Ord Mar 9 

Roper, H&rry, Burston, nr Diss, Norfolk, Miller 
wich Pet Mar®9 Grd Marg 

SAINT, HARRY, Kingston upon Hull, Licensed Victualler 
Kims.on upon Hall Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 

SoUM, ONESIME FRANCOIS SOSTHENE, Regent st, Dealer in 


Burnley 


Ips- 


Corsets High Court Pet Mar 9 Ord Mar 
SPACKMAN, WILLIAM LIDDIARD, Lambourn, Berks, Farmer 
Newbury Pet Mar8 Ord Mars 
STONEMAN, RICHARD, Rackenford, Devon, Faimer Exeter 
Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 


THOMAS, JOHN, Pengam, Glam, Mining Contractor High 
Court PesJan20 Ord Mar 9 
TOWNSEND, HARRY, Wisbech, Tailor 
Mar? Ord Mar? 
TusBBy, Ropert, Great Yarmouth Great Yarmouth Pet 
Marlo Ord Maril0 
WARD, FRANK GALLERMORE, Oulton Broad, 
Great Yarmouth Pet Mar9 Ord Mary 
WiLcox, HERBERT, Parkstone, D.reet, Hairdresser Poole 
Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 10 
Wr1comB, WILLIAM Boaz, Ystrad Mynach, Glam, 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Mary Ord Mar 9 
WOODMAN, MARY, Woikington, Cumberland, Costamier 
Cockermouth Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar lv 
ZORRILA, FELIPPE, Manchester, Shipping Agent 
Pet Jani9 Ord Mar 9 
FIRS! MEETINGS. 
ApPLEsY, ERNEST, Thornton Dale, York Butcher Mar 
24at4 Off Rec 48,,Westborough, Scarborough 
BEEBE, WALTER JAMES, Great Yarmouth, Baker Mar 
2zati2 Off Kec s, King st, Norwich 
BkOoOk, POLLARD, Wyke, Byadiord, Farmer 
Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
BUCKINGHAM, PREDERICK WILLIAM, Tonbridge, Tailor 
Mar 22 at 12 Off Rec 12a, Mariborougn pi, Brightoe 
Cock1ne, TOM, Moldgreen, Hudder fiid, Watchmaker Mar 
23 at 245 Huddersfield Incorporated Law Society's 
Koom, Imperial Arcade, New st, Hiudde: sfield. 
Dawson, WILLIAM, Willingham by Stow, Lines, Tallor 
Mar 28 at 12 Off Rec 10, Bank st, Lincoln 


King’s Lynn Pet 


Suffolk 


Painter 


Live’ pool 


Mar 23 at 11 


DURRANT, HAROLD 8, Surrey st, Strand, Advertisement 
Contractor Mar 23 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 
st 
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Siiwase, Epwarp Woop, Bramley, Leeds, Tram 
Driver Mar 22 at 11 Off Bec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

ETTLEs, WALTER, College pl, Camden Town, Jeweller Mar 
@Watil Bank aptcy bids, Carey st 

FINK, Joseru DAvip, Barnley, Journeyman Tailor 
fzatil Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

Fostex, Joun Weiuiseton, Colchester, Tailor 
230 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

GoOoDEY, CHARLES THOMAS, Ch-Itenham, Baker 
at 3.15 County Court bidgs, Cheltenbam 

HARGREAVES, JonN THOMAS, Burnley, Butcher 
atil.so Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Priston 

HARRIS, MIRIAM, Cardiff, Skirt and Blouse Manufacturer 
Mar 22 at3 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

HILL, CHARLES HERBERT, West Bromwich, Roll Turner 
Mar 24 at 11.30 Ruskin ehmbra, 191, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

HOLDER, HaRkRY, Cheltenham, Market Gardener 
at4 County Court bidgs, Cheltenbam 

HOWLETT, Gronos THOMAS, Burpham, Goildford, Surrey 
Mar 23 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 
rd 

JENKING, MARY ANN, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Haulier 
Mar 22 at 11.°0 Off Rec, 43. Queen st, Carmarthen 

Jonnson, WILLIAM, Long Eaton, Derby, Plumber Mar 22 
at3 Off Rec, 5, Victoria bidgs, London rd, Derby 

KING, ALBERT, Regetstone, nr Newport, Mon, Builder 
Mar 22 at 12 
Mon 

LAWTON. THOMAS, Pemberton, 
3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

LEVELL, WILLIAM, Little Baddow, Essex 
14, Kedford row 

Lewis, THomMAs, Thornaby on Tees, York, Labourer 


Car 


Mar 
Mar 22 at 
Mar 23 


Mar 22 


Mar 23 


Wigan, Saddler Mar 24 at 


Mar 24 at 12 


borough 

LOVELEY, MRNEST WALTER, Freiston, Lincs, Farmer Mar 
Wati2 Off Rec, 4and 6, West st, Boston 

MARQUETTI, N T, Teddington, Surrey Mar 23 at 12 
York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

MILLS, JouN THOMAS, St Helen's, Lancs, Monumental 
Mason Mar24atil Off Rec, 36, Victoria st, Liver- 
001 

wanbonet On, WILLIAM Jons, Woburn, Bedford, Licensed 
Victualler Mar 24 at 2.30 The Bedford Arms Hotel, 
Woburn, Beds 

NEESOM, WILLIAM, Faileworth, Lancs, Builder 
11.30 Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 

OLSEN, OLE HENRIK, Hadley, nr Wellington, Salop, Beer 
Seller Mar 25 at12.30 Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrews- 
bury 

OWEN, ALBERT EDWARD, Stapleton, Bristol, Farmer 
wZat 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

PRAROR, JAMES, Bargoed, Glam, Labourer Mar 22 at 12.15 
Off Rec, County Court, Town Hall, Merthyr Tyd1l 

Roorks, THOMAS PHILLIP, 
Mar 23 at12 Uff Ke’, Wolverhampton 

Rover, HARRY, Bu ston, nr Diss, Norfolk, Miller 
at 2 Off Kee, 36, Princes st, Ipawich 

Saint, HARRY, Kingston upon Hull, Licensed Victualler 
Mar 23 at 11.80 Off Rec, York City chmbrs, Lowgate, 
Hull 

Situ, Geores, Hughenden, Bucks, Stone Catter 
22 at 3.30 1,8t Aldate’s, Oxford 

SOUM, ,ONESIME FRANCOIS SOSTHENE, Regent st, Dealer 
in Corsets Mar 22 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

STEPHENS, ALBERT JOHN, Ross, Hereford, Dairyman 
Mar 22 at 2.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 

TaGosrtT, .JouN, Cramlin, Mon, Collier Mar 22 at 11 
Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

TAYLOR, Groner, Ashton under Lyne, Lancs, 
Proprietor Mar 24 at 3 Off Ree, 
Manchester 

THOMAS, JOHN, Pengam, Glam, Mining Contractor 
22at1 Bankruptcy, bidgs, Carey st 

WALL, JoHN THOMAS, Shrewsbury, Caterer Mar 25 at 
11.30 Off Ree, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbary 

WARD, FRANK GALLERMORE, Oulton Broad. Suffolk Mar 
22 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King at, Norwich 

W ILcox, HERBERT, Moor Criche!, nr Wimborne, Dorset, 
Hairdresser Mar 22 at lz Off Rec, Midland Bank 
chmbrs, High st, Southampton 

Witcoms, WILLIAM Boaz, Yetrad Mynach, Glam, Painter 
Mar 23 at 11.15 Off Rec, 8t Catherine's chambrs, St 
Catherine st, Pontypridd 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AMMON, ARTHUR FREDERIC, Bowdon, Cheshire, Export 
Agent Salford Pet Feb9 Ord Mar9 

BAKER, Gronoe Lees, Shaftesbury, Dorset Wrexham 
Pet Mari0 Ord Mar 10 

BEAUMONT, WILLIAM TYRRELL, sen, and WILLIAM 
TYRRELL BEAUMONT, jun, Harwich, Essex, Builders 
C lechester Pet Maril Ord Mar 11 

BELL, ANGUS THompsoy, Langham st High Court Pet 
Nov 6 Ord Mar 10 

BLoTT, EDWARD, Wellingborough 
Mar!0 Ord Mar lw 

BROOK, POLLARD, Wyke, Bradford, Farmer Bradford Pet 
Mar 9 Ord Mar 9 

)KINGHAM, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Tonbridge, Tailor 

Tunbridge Wells Pet Marl10 Ord Mar 10 

CHAPMAN, ETHELBERT HesLop, Armley, Leeds Currier 
Leeds Pet Mar 9 Ord Mar 9 

CHENEY, RopertT, and Massky, HAROLD 
Exchange, @o..thwark, Manufacturers’ Agents 
Court Pet Feb 21 Ord Mar 10 

CHIVERs, THOMAS, Rads ock, Somerset, General Dealer 
Frome Pet Marili Ord Mar Il 

CHURCHWARD, FREDERICK, Kingskerswell, Devon, Farmer 
Exeter Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 10 

CONRAD, PERCY SCHLUMPY#, Southsea, Hants Portsmouth 
Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 

Cork, Georges ERngst, Licensed Victualler Great Yar- 
mouth Pet Mar® Ord Mar 9 

CREED, HERBERT, Nailsworth,Glos, Fishmonger Glouces- 
ter Pet Maril Ord Mar li 

DEAN, WILLIAM GmoRGS, Sheffield, Insurance Agent 

Sheffield Fet Feb 17 Ord Mar 1o 


132, 


Mar 28 at 


Mar22 


Mar 


Carriage 
Byrom st, 


Mar 


Northampton Pet 
Buc 


WILLIAM, Ho 
High 





| BLLWAN D, 





Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, | 


| SPACKMAN, 
Mar 
| TOWNSEND, 


Brewood, Stafford, Farmer | 
| TURNER, JOSEPH, 





EpWARD Woop, Bramley, Leeds, Tramcar 
Driver Leeds Pet Maril Ord Mar 11 

Fisher, JAMES LAMONT, Markin High Court Pet Feb 
14 «(Ord Mar®9 

Gissos, JOHN WILLIAM, Burnley, Hawker Burnley Pet 
Marll Ord Mar 11 

Green, JAM«es, Crewton, Derby, Commission Agent De: by 
Pet Mar 6 Ord Mar 6 


| H¥ELLIER, REGINALD WARFORD, Chipton Dittisham, Devon, 


Farmer Piymouth Pet Mar 9 Ord Mar 9 

HOWLETT, GeorGe THOMAS, Burpham, Guildford Guild- 
ford Pet Feb14 Ord Mar 10 

HonTER, Loxton, Juhn st, Adelphi, Dealer in Patent 
Novelties High Court PetJan 8 Ord Mars 

IRELAND, DANIEL JonuN, Marple, Cheshire, Journeyman 
Chatrmaker Stockport Pet Mar 1! Ord Mar 1! 

JENKINS, MARY ANN, Lianelly, Hanlier Ca:marthen Pet 
Mar 9 Ord Mar 9 

Jessop, Artuur, Fischtoft, Lincs, Pet 
Marill Ord Mar ll 

Jouneon, Wit Liam, Long fF aton, Derby, Plumber 
Pet Feb25 Ord Mar 9 

KinG, ALBERT, Roge stone, nr Newport, 
Newport, Mon Pet Feb 8 Ord Mar 6 

LAWTON, THOMAS, Newtown, Pemberton, Wigan, Saddler 
Wigan Pet Mari0 Ord Mar 10 

LARARUS, PINKUS, Devonshire st, Camtidge rd, General 
De:ler High Court Pet Feb 1 Od Mar 11 

Murpuy, JAMES, Sheffield, Totacconisi’s Traveller 
Sheffield Pe: Feb22 Ord Mar lv 


Farmer Po ten 
Derby 


Mon, Builder 


| OLSON, OLE HENRIK, Hadley, nr Wellington, Salop, Beer 


Seller Shrewsbury Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 


| Perper, Joun Henry, Thurnscoe, nr Rotherham, York, 
Mar | 
23at 11.30 Off Res, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middles- | 


Greengr cer Sheffield Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 
REDSTONE, ALBERT AvoustTcs, Wroxall, Isle of Wight, 
Baker Newport Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 10 
RICHARDSON, JOSEPH, Burnley, Mill Manager 
Pet Mar 9 Ord Mar9 
Rover, Harry, Burston, nr Diss, Norfolk, Miller Ipswich 
Pet Mar9 Ord Mar9 
SAINT, HARRY, Kingston upon Huli, Licensed Victualler 
Kings on upon Hull Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 
SHIELDS, CHARLES ARTHUR ALMOND, Newport, 
Grocer Newnrort,Mon Pet Mar6 Ord Maré 
Soum, ON&SIME FRANCOIS SOSTH+ ENE, Regent st, Dealer in 
Corsets High Court Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 
WILLIAM LIDDIARD, Lambourne, Berks, 
Newbury Pet Mars Ord Mar8 


Burnley 


Mon, 


Farmer 


| STONEMAN, RICHARD, Rackenford, Devon, Farmer Exeter 


Pet Mar9 Ord Mar9 
THoMaS, CARMEN MATILDA, Bedford Court mans, Blooms- 

bury High Court Pet Mar8 Ord Mer 8 
HARRY, Wisbech, Tailor Kings L,nn Pet 


Mar9 Ord Mar 9 


| TRETBAR, Lovuts F, Cannon st, Fur Merchant High Court 


Ord Mar 9 

South Shields 

Ord Mar 10 

WARD, FRANK GALLERMORE, 
Great Yarmouth Pet Mar9 Ord Mar9 

WiLcox, Hereert, Moor Crichel, nr Win borne, Hair- 
dresser Povle Pet Mari0 Ord Mar 10 

Witcoms, WILLIAM Boaz, Ystrad Mynach, Glam, 
Painter Merthyr Tydfil Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 

WoopmaN, Mary, Wokington, Costumier, Cockermouth 
Pet Mari10 Ord Mar 10 

Amended notice substituted for that yeas in the 
London Gazette of Dec 13: 

GRUNEBAUM, BERNARD FRANCIS SERATH, 

Windsor Pet Oct 13 Ord Dec 10 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Hey, GEorGER, South Milford, Yorks, Boot Dealer 
Adjud Oct 22,1910 Annuil Mar 7, 1911 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLES AND RECEIVING 

ORDER RESCINDED. 

LovELock, M, Fitzroy rd, Regent's Park, Builder High 
Court Ree Ord Dec 29, 1908 Adjud Feb 10, 10v4 
Rese and Annu! Mar 8, 1911 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, RECEIVING ORDER 
RESCINDED AND PETITION DISMISSED. 

Story, RopeERT DOUGLAS, ye By wy Journalist 
High Court Pet Aug 6, 1909 Ord Sept 16, 1509 
Adjud Sept 22,1909 Rese, Anpul and Dis Mar 9, 1911 


Pet Jan 24 
Newcast'e upon Tyne 
Pet Feb 10 


. 
Oalton Broad, Suffolk 


Taplow, Bucks 


York 








Tel. 8721 GERRARD. ESTABLISHED 1862. 


FOREIGN WORK. 


Accounts COLLECTED, DisPpUTES ADJUSTED. 
AND LEGAL INSTRUMENTS SERVED IN ANY 
PART OF THE COMMERCIAL WORLD. 


wvys MULLER & CO., 
10, SAVILE ROW W., 
And at COLEMAN &T., E.0.; PARIS, BERLIN, BRUSSELS, 
AMSTERDAM, ZURICH, NEW YORK, &o., &c. 


FOREIGN LEGAL WORK 
DR. WILLIAM NEUTS, LL.D., 


Solicitor or... 
Legal Adviser to H.B.M. 
Agent for Lioyds and the inte. Beards 
of Marine Underwriters. 
at legal business in Belgium, France, and Holland 
personally attended to. 














Address—24, RUE ROYALE. 
Te legrams—“ NEUTS, OsTEND.” 








THE BRITISH — 
LAW FIRE INSURANCE 


COMPANY, LIMITED. 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - - £1,050,000, 


PAID-UP CAPITAL, £150,000. RESERVES, £963 999, 


Head Office— 
5, LOTHBURY, BANK, LONDON, E.¢. 


Trustees. 
The Right Hon. THE LORD CHIEF JUSTICE OF 
ENGLAND, G.C.M.G. 
The Right Hon. LORD MERSEY. 
The Hon. Sir WALTER GQ. F. PATLLIMORE, Bang, 
D.C.L,, LL.D. 


Directors. 

M. F. MONIER-WILLIAMS, Esq. 

Cc. G. KEKEWICH, Esq. 
William Hitchins, Esq. 
Ernest Humbert, Esq. 
Archibald Herbert James, Bag. 
Fiederick C. Maples, Esq. 


Chairman: 
Deput y-Chairman ; 
R. J. Bowerman, Esq. 
John G. Bristow, Esq. 
Holroyd Chaplin, Esq. 
Robert W. Dibdin, Esq. 
R. L. Fulford, Esq. 
Hamilton Fulton, Esq. 
Edward G. Gibson, Exq. iaq. 
L. W. N. Hickley, Eoq. E. Eitzjohn Oldham, Exq. 
Robert G. F. Hills, Eaq. Vhately, Esq. 
Solicitors: Messrs. mtond BLAKER, & HAwes, 
Bankers : Messrs. ROBARTS, LUBBOCK, & Co, 
General Manager: David M, LINLBY. 
Secretary: T. WILLIAMS. 

BRANCH ESTABLISHMENTS AT 
BELFAST. GLASGOW, 
BIRMINGHAM, LEEDS. 

BRIGHTON. LIVERPOOL. 

BRISTOL. LONDON (City Branch), 

CHESTER. | LONDON (West End). 

DUBLIN. MANCHESTER. 

EDINBURGH. NEW CASTLE-ON-TYNE. 

This Company, established by members of 

the Legal oe throughout the country, 
entertains for Insurance against 
damage by at ond Lightning on otaats risks, 
within the United Kingdom, including Mer- 
cantile Insurances. Also Loss of Profits due to 
Fire, Workmen's Compensation, Em 
Liability, Personal Accident and Sickness, 


Burglary, Fidelity Guarantee and 
Owners’ Indemnity. No Foreign Bw 
undertaken. Application for Agencies invited. 


BBE 


By APPOINTMENT 


MAPLE & CO 


LIMITED 


FURNITURE 


OFFICES 
AND 
BOARD ROOMS 


AS 
Roll-top Desks 
Writing Tables 
Nests of Drawers 
Revolving Chairs 
Filing Cabinets 
Book-cases and Stands 
Hard-wear Carpets 


always on view at the 


TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD 
GALLERIES 


Catalogues Free 









































